Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Consolidated Request for Review of CC Docket No. 02-6

Decisions of the Universal Service

Administrator

Paden Public Schools File No. SLD-472668 (FY2005)

SLD-472766 (FY2005)

Maud Independent School District 117 File No. SLD-475214 (FY2005)

e i i i i i i i

CONSOLIDATED REQUEST FOR REVIEW

Keith Kincade Alvin Myers

Paden Independent School United Systems, Inc.
District 14 4335 N. Classen
10th and Elm St Oklahoma City, OK

Paden, OK 74860
(405) 932-5053

73118
(405) 523-2162

J.E. Pryor Cynthia B. Schultz
Maud Independent School Douglas Everette
District 117 Patton Boggs, LLP

306 W Main St 2550 M Street, NW
Maud, OK 74854 Washington, DC 20037
(405) 374-2416 (202) 457-6000

January 16, 2007

Counsel to United
Systems, Inc.



ISUIIVIIMIAIRY ;.50 62545 snnsisiieinon issinmmansionmansaseasnsnnemsns ssnassesssnsas seressosnons snasssasnsnsnsess psnssssasin snerssdis
STATEMENT OF FACTS ...ttt st e ses s et b et en s
STANDARD OF TN TEW 008 consmsoasssisessssatos 51650085 000 a8 x5 masa5 55054808 D05 45 3HE AP A SIS
ARCTUIEINT. s 00w s s s w5 28 66 48055145 40 40058 60545 665 4 24450 4543 440 45 kw6458 i 04 U0 40004 S HOAR SRS
L USAC EXCEEDED ITS AUTHORITY IN CONSTRUCTING A DENIAL
REASON HAVING NO BASIS IN FACT AND LAW .....nniininrccrinsinenenees
IL. USAC FAILED TO PROVIDE RECORD EVIDENCE THAT UNITED
SYSTEMS WAS IMPROPERLY INVOLVED IN THE COMPETITIVE BID
PROCESS AND FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS TO THE SCHOOLS
AND SERVICE PROVIDERS.... ... ccoroumitnmnmsinsmanssistismmsisissnesnsoisiisiansisssosusionss
III. USACFAILED TO PROVE A COMMISSION RULE VIOLATION AND
FAILED TO CARRY ITS BURDEN OF PROVING A COMPETITIVE BID
VIOLATION PURSUANT TO COMMISSION ORDERS.........cccovviimninrinsnennans
IV.  THE MERE ACT OF FILING A FORM IS CLERICAL IN NATURE AND
DOES NOT PER SE EQUATE TO A COMMISSION RULE VIOLATION OR
COMPETITIVE BIDDING VIOLATION. ......cccocviirirnintcnieisinesiissssesnsssnassess
CONCLUSION ......cviiiiirrisiesieiissieieiesieesssssssestesseresisssssssssessssssssssassssssssssessesssssssssssssssssssass

TABLE OF CONTENTS



SUMMARY

The Federal Communications Commission (“Commission”) must, without delay,
overturn the recent unsubstantiated and unjustified denials of appeals and E-rate funding for the
captioned Applications (“FCC Form 470”) involving Paden Public Schools (“Paden”) and Maud
Independent School District 117 (“Maud”) (collectively, the “Schools™) and United Systems, Inc.
(“United Systems”). Without legal justification and evidentiary support, the Schools and
Libraries Division (“SLD”) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (“USAC”) has
improperly employed an IP address matching investigative technique to draw unfounded
conclusions in fact and in law.

Specifically, USAC (1) improperly exceeded its authority by engaging in policymaking
and investigatory techniques that go well beyond the review and processing of applications for
compliance with Commission laws and regulations, (2) failed to provide record evidence that
United Systems was improperly involved in the competitive bid process; (3) failed to provide
due process to the Schools and to the service providers; (4) failed to prove a commission rule
violation; and (5) failed to carry its burden of proving a competitive bid violation pursuant to
Commission Orders. Also, the mere act of filing a FCC Form 470 is clerical in nature and does
not per se e'quate to a Commission rule violation or competitive bidding violation. The Schools
and United Systems must now rely on the Commission to provide the relief that is justified and
due.

Because USAC has exceeded its authority, failed to meet its burden of examining the
evidence and cited no rule violation, the Commission should overturn USAC’s denial of the
funding requests of the Schools and direct USAC to grant the funding. As this Consolidated
Appeal and the record demonstrates, USAC’s implementation of a controversial and flawed

screening methodology, to the exclusion of clear contradictory record evidence that the Schools
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adhered to the core program requirements, has resulted in an improper basis for USAC’s denial
of funding to the Schools. The Schools are fully entitled to the funding that is due to them as
requested in their Applications. We respectfully request the Commission to overturn USAC and

grant the funding that was requested by these Schools for E-rate funding year 2005.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of ;
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Decisions of the Universal Service )
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Paden Public Schools ) FileNo. SLD-472668 (FY2005)
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)
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)

To: The Commission

CONSOLIDATED REQUEST FOR REVIEW

Applicants Paden Public Schools (“Paden”) and Maud Independent School District 117
(“Maud”) (collectively, the “Schools™) and their service provider United Systems, Inc. (“United
Systems™) through counsel and pursuant to Section 54.719(c) of the Commission’s rules," herby
submit this Consolidated Request for Review (“Consolidated Appeal”) seeking reversal of the
decisions of the Administrator of the Universal Service Administrative Company (“USAC”),
issued on November 15, 2006, denying the Schools’ appeals and associated funding requests for
the Schools and Libraries Universal Service Program (“E-rate Program™) for funding year 2005

(collectively, the “Applications™).

147 CFR. § 54.719(c).



We respectfully request the Commission to expeditiously overturn USAC’s decisions and
grant the funding requests of the Schools that have been denied without basis in law or fact. As
this Consolidated Appeal demonstrates, USAC (1) improperly exceeded its authority by
engaging in policymaking and investigatory techniques that go well beyond the review and
processing of applications for compliance with Commission laws and regulations, (2) failed to
provide record evidence that United Systems was improperly involved in the competitive bid
process; (3) failed to provide due process to the Schools and to the service providers; (4) failed to
prove a commission rule violation; and (5) failed to carry its burden of proving a competitive bid
violation pursuant to Commission Orders. Also, the mere act of filing a FCC Form 470 is
clerical in nature and does not per se equate to a Commission rule violation or competitive
bidding violation. USAC’s implementation of a controversial and flawed screening
methodology, to the exclusion of clear contradictory record evidence that the Schools adhered to
the core E-rate Program requirements, has resulted in an improper basis for USAC’s denial of
funding to the Schools.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

This Consolidated Appeal arises from prior appeals filed by the Schools challenging the
improper denial of E-rate funding to the Schools in 2005. On March 8, 2006, the SLD issued the
original Funding Commitment Decision Letters (“FCDLs”) denying the Schools funding
requests,” alleging that the Schools had committed a bidding violation because:

The 470 was submitted from an IP address that was also used to submit a service
provider (SP) invoice, indicating SP involvement in the 470. Applicants cannot

% For a full recitation of the pertinent application numbers, FRN numbers and funding years that are at
issue, please see Administrative Record United Systems Consolidated Appeal for Paden Public Schools
and Maud Independent School District 117 (“AR”™) at AR00001 The relevant portions of the FCC Form
471s which identify all of the School’s service providers, including United Systems, are set forth at
AR00002-11.



abrogate their responsibility for conducting a fair & open competitive bidding
process free from SP involvement.?

USAC, however, in its FCDL denials, failed to both identify the IP address match and the service
provider. By reaching this unsubstantiated and vague conclusion, the applicants and all service
providers* associated with the applicable FCC Form 471s were left in essence to guess and
decipher the meaning of USAC’s denial.

The Schools appealed that denial decision.” The Authorized School Representative for
Paden, Keith Kincade, explained that the former Superintendent of its school district, Jon
Dotson, submitted the FCC Form 470 from his computer.6 In fact, Mr. Kincade made a
concerted effort to locate Mr. Dotson and request a statement directly from him verifying the
veracity of his statements. Mr. Dotson’s statement declared:

I personally, without interference or influence from any party submitted the Form

470. No invoice was submitted from any service provider on my school computer

during my tenure as Superintendent. (7/01/02-6/30/05).”

Mr. Kincade also requested USAC to identify the IP address and the date and time that USAC

believed the FCC Form 470 was submitted so that Paden could investigate the allegation.® No

> AR00012-16 (Paden); AR00017-21 (Maud).

4 USAC denied all FRNS for both schools that included telecommunications, Internet access and internal
connections and left not only United Systems, but also NTS Communications, OneNet, and que]l, Inc.
without E-rate funding.

3 AR00022-23 (Paden submitted its appeal to USAC on April 12, 2006); AR00024-25 (Maud submitted
its appeal to USAC on May 4, 2006).

¢ AR00022.

7 AR00023.

® AR00022. Specifically, Paden claimed “[w]e are confused as to the cause of these denials and wish to
have this decision reviewed and overturned. Furthermore, we want to know the IP address, date and time

that you show our application was submitted from so that we can perform some confirmation on our side.
There is no way that a service provider should have been able to submit our form 470 and in this age of



record evidence as to the identity of the alleged matching IP address was ever proffered by
USAC.

Similarly, the Authorized School Representative for Maud, J.E. Pryor, fully explained
that for all E-rate years, its FCC Form 470 was “submitted from the same computer location, by

% In sum, the Schools

the same person, Judy McGee, in our District Administration office.
identified their employees who had submitted the FCC Form 470s and identified the location of
the computers used in submitting the FCC Form 470s to USAC.

USAC waited six months before clarifying its original FCDL denial decisions even
though USAC must have already been in possession of this “information” in reaching the
original denial. On September 18, 2006 and October 9, 2006, respectively, USAC sent letters to
the Schools alleging that the IP address from which the FCC Form 470s were submitted to
USAC was the same IP address from which one of the Schools’ service providers, namely,
United Systems, submitted its Service Provider Invoices (FCC Forms 474).!° Clearly USAC
failed to consider the information filed in the Schools’ appeals because, the letters sent by USAC
sought the same information that had previously been addressed by both Schools five months

earlier. Specifically, USAC sought the following information:

(1) Please provide the name and title and employer of the individual who filled out and
submitted [the FCC Form 470]. Please also provide that individual’s contact information.

internet hacking, not to mention errors created by technology, we want to understand where this
information is coming from.”

 AR00024. Specifically, Maud claimed “[w]e do not understand the basis for this denial. Our Form 470
Application for all E-rate years has been submitted . . .”

19 AR00026-27 (Letter from Pamela Tyler to Keith Kincade); AR00028- 29 (Letter from Kippy Piedici to
J.E. Pryor).



(2) Please provide the specific location from which [the FCC Form 470] was filed and
submitted.

(3) If a Service Provider employee assisted in the filling out and/or submitting [the FCC

Form 470], please provide the name and title of the Service Provider’s employee and

describe the assistance. Please also provide that individual’s contact information.

(4) Please explain the reason for the IP address match. You may wish to work with your

Internet Service Provider to help provide the explanation. Please provide documentation

in support of your response.'’

Again, the Schools provided complete answers to each question and remained confused
and perplexed as to the issue of the IP address match.'> With respect to their responses to
questions 1-3, the Authorized School Representatives again identified the individuals who filled
out and submitted the FCC Form 470s and the location of the computers that were used to
electronically transmit the FCC Form 470s to USAC, and unequivocally reiterated that no
service provider assisted in filling out or submitting the FCC Form 470s."

With respect to question 4, the Authorized School Representative for Maud submitted a
letter to USAC from one of its service providers, United Systems, which stated:

Since we knew the Schools filed their Form 470s, which made [USAC’s]

accusation physically impossible, we searched for possible legitimate causes of

this condition. United Systems, Inc., uses OneNet as our Internet Service

Provider (ISP) and OneNet services many of our customers, including Maud

Public Schools. As with most ISPs, OneNet has standard ranges of public IP

addresses for their customers. This could create similarities between our IP
address and our customer’s IP address.'

"

12 AR00030-33 (Response of D. Keith Kincade, dated Sept. 25, 2006 to Pamela Tyler; AR00034-36
(Response of J.E. Pryor, dated Oct. 17, 2006 to Kippy Piedici).

13 AR00030-31; AR00034.

' AR00035.



United Systems further stated that OneNet questioned whether USAC could track the
actual IP address associated with the submissions of FCC Form 470s. Specifically, Alvin Myers,
President and COO, of United Systems requested an explanation from OneNet’s Director of
Network Operations, Bill Johnson, as to whether such an IP address matching used by USAC
was technically feasible and accurate.”> Mr. Johnson stated that it would be impossible to track
the originating IP addresses in the manner that the SLD was attempting with 100% accuracy
because of caching and acceleration devices in place through the Internet.'®

The Authorized School Representative for Maud Public Schools also provided USAC
with copies of (1) an e-mail correspondence from Alvin Myers (United Systems) to Dolores
Kibbler that identifies OneNet as United System’s ISP; (2) e-mail correspondence from Bill
Johnson to Dolores Kibbler explaining that OneNet provides Internet services for several
hundred schools in Oklahoma, each assigned some number of IP address, most beginning with
164.58.xxx.xxx or 156.110.xxx.xxx; and (3) e-mail correspondence from Bill Johnson to Alvin
Myers that Ms. Kibbler had indicated that “some automatic system is indicating the same IP is
being indicated when different IPs were expected.”’’ The Authorized School Representative for
Paden similarly responded that it used OneNet, the same ISP as used by United Systems, but,

otherwise, had no explanation for the IP address match alleged by USAC."®

15 Id
16 1d.
17 AR00036.

18 AR00030.



On November 15, 2006, USAC issued Administrator’s Decision on Appeal Letters
(“ADLs”) to both Paden and Maud. USAC, however, failed to provide similar notice to the
service provider, United Systems. With respect to the Paden ADL, USAC found:

e Upon review of the appeal letter, the relevant facts and documentation, it was determined
that the establishing Form 470 Number 475710000534753 for these requests was
submitted from an [P Address that United Systems, Inc. used to submit a service provider
invoice to USAC. United Systems, Inc. was also selected as a vendor on your District’s
Form 471 Number 472766 FRNs 1302660 and 1302690. The establishing 470 for both
FRNs awarded to United Systems, Inc. is also Form 470 Number 475710000534753. In
accordance with the rules of the Support Mechanism, this is considered to be a conflict of
interest and is in violation of the competitive bidding guidelines. On appeal, you were
requested to provide documentation including an explanation for the IP address match.
On September 25, 2006, you responded that Paden Public Schools, Universal Systems
and One-Net, the Internet Service Provider, had no explanation for the IP address match.

e Asisnoted on the USAC website, applicants may not delegate the competitive evaluation
role to anyone associated with a service provider. A “Fair” competition means that “all
bidders are treated the same, and that no bidder has advance knowledge of the
information contained in the RFP.” Applicants and services providers should not have a
relationship prior to competitive bidding “that would unfairly influence the outcome of a
competition or would furnish the service provider with “inside” information or allow
them to unfairly compete in any way.” A service provider, who will participate in the
competitive process as a bidder, cannot complete the Form 470. The above findings
indicate that the vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding process,
which is a violation of the rules of this Support Mechanism. You have failed to provide
evidence on appeal that USAC erred in its original decision. Consequently, your decision
is denied.

With respec;t to Maud ADL, USAC found:

e The Form 470 was submitted from an IP address that was also used to submit a Service
Provider (SP) invoice, indicating SP involvement in the Form 470. On October 9, 2006,
the applicant was asked to provide details for the submission of the establishing Form
470 Number 548810000532934 for FRN 1310797. On October 17, 2006, the applicant
provided the name and location of the person submitting the referenced Form 470 and
indicated that there was no Service Provider involvement in the filing or submission of
that form. However, the applicant failed to provide an explanation for the IP address
match between the referenced Form 470 and Service Provider Invoices submitted by
United Systems (SPIN 143004698). Applicants cannot abrogate their responsibility for

19 AR00037-39.



conducting a fair and open competitive bidding process free from SP involvement.
Therefore, the appeal for FRN 1310797 is denied.?
STANDARD OF REVIEW

It is the Commission, not USAC, who has been delegated the authority by Congress to
make rules and set policy for USAC and the administration of all of its Support Mechanisms,
including the E-rate Program. The Commission appointed USAC to administer the schools and
libraries universal service support mechanism in 1998. USAC’s authority to administer the E-
Rate Program is limited to implementing and applying the Commission’s Part 54 rules and the
Commission’s interpretations of those rules as found in agency adjudications.21 USAC is not
empowered to make policy, interpret any unclear rule promulgated by the Commission® or to
create the equivalent of new guidelines.”> USAC is responsible for “administering the universal
support mechanisms in an efficient, effective, and competitively neutral manner.””* Furthermore,

USAC may not be impervious to any record fact.”

20 AR00040-41.
2147 CFR. § 54.702(c).
21

2 Changes to the Board of Directors of the Nat’l Exchange Carrier Ass’n, Inc., Third Report and
Order, 13 FCC Red 25058, 25066-67 (1998).

24 47 CE.R. § 54.701(a).

% The test for disqualification of an administrator from an adjudicatory proceeding on grounds of bias or
the appearance of bias is whether the arbiter has “demonstrably made up [his or her] mind about

important and specific factual questions and [is] impervious to contrary evidence.” United Steelworkers of
America v. Marshall, 647 F.2d 1189, 1209, 208 U.S. App. D.C. 60 (D.C. Cir. 1980), cert. denied, 453
U.S. 913 (1981). See also Lead Indus. Ass'nv. EPA, 647 F.2d 1130, 1178 (D.C.Cir. 1980) (It must be
shown that the arbiter is not “capable of judging a particular controversy fairly on the basis of its own
circumstances.” Hortonville Joint Sch. Dist. No. 1 v. Hortonville Educ. Ass’n, 426 U.S. 482, 493, 96 S.

Ct. 2308, 2314, 49 L. Ed. 2d 1 (1976), quoting United States v. Morgan, 313 U.S. 409, 421, 61 S. Ct. 999,
1004, 85 L. Ed. 1429 (1941)).



Section 706 of the Federal Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”) requires agency action to
be set aside if such action is “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in
accordance with the law.”?® Under this standard, “the agency must examine the relevant data and
articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action including a ‘rational connection between the facts
found and the choice made.””?’ Review under this standard must be “searching and careful”® and
must “assure that the agency has given reasoned consideration to all the material facts and issues.
This calls for insistence that the agency articulate with reasonable clarity its reasons for decision,
and identify the significance of the crucial facts.”?

The Administrative Procedure Act™® was adopted so that administrative policies affecting
individual rights and obligations would be promulgated pursuant to certain stated procedures so as
to avoid inherently arbitrary nature of unpublished ad hoc determinations.”’ The FCC has
authorized USAC to make administrative decisions regarding Schools and Libraries funding

commitments and disbursements.”> Administrative decisions by USAC affect applicants and

service providers. USAC is required to “articulate a rational connection between the facts found

26 5U.S.C. § 706(2)(a).

2" Motor Vehicle Mfvs. Ass’n v. State Farm Mutual Auto Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983)(quoting Burlington
Truck Lines, Inc. v. United States, 371 U.S. 156, 168 (1962)); Earthlink, Inc. v. FCC, 462 F.3d 1, 9 (D.C. Cir.
2006).

28 Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 416 (1971).

 Greater Boston Television Corp. v. FCC, 444 F.2d 841, 851 (D.C. Cir. 1970).

0 5U.8.C. §§ 551 et seq.

3! Morton v. Ruiz, 415 US 199 (1974).

3247U.8.C. §§ 54.719 —54.725.



and the choice made” when reaching a final funding decision.”> The Commission may overturn
an administrative decision by USAC where it finds that USAC acted in an arbitrary and
capricious manner.>*

ARGUMENT

I USAC EXCEEDED ITS AUTHORITY IN CONSTRUCTING A DENIAL
REASON HAVING NO BASIS IN FACT AND LAW

The Administrator exceeded its authority in this case by imposing its own expanded
interpretation of Commission precedent on the Schools and United Systems and creating new
guidelines that extend beyond the Commission’s requirements for an open and fair competitive
bid process. Moreover, USAC exceeded its authority and acted in an arbitrary and capricious
manner by using a secretive investigative screening methodology that would appear to be more
appropriately deployed by law enforcement agencies with federal subpoena powers.>> Finally,
USAC acted in an arbitrary and capricious manner by (1) failing to provide due process to both
the applicants and service providers in not providing any factual evidence to support their finding

and in not providing United Systems with notice of the denial decisions, (2) failing to cite to any

3 Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co.,463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983) (internal quotation
marks omitted).

3 See, Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrative Company by Laurel
Hall School Hagerstown, Order, 16 FCC Red 7762, 7766 99 (CCB 2001) (finding that the SLD did not
act in an arbitrary and capricious manner); Request for Review of a Decision of the Universal Service
Administrative Company by Tallulah Academy-Delta Christian School, Order, 17 FCC Red 4126 710 (CCB
2002) (determining that the SLD did not apply its rules in an arbitrary and capricious manner).

33 Neither Congress nor the Commission contemplated that USAC would engage in law enforcement type
of activities in administering the Commission’s rules. However, this is exactly the path that USAC has
taken in creating a separate “law enforcement type” group in its former special investigations unit, now
known as the special compliance unit. USAC through its contractor has hired former law enforcement
officers to make site visits around the country under the guise of federal officials even though they are
employees of a non-federal agency. Such matters and types of investigations would appear to be better
left to more appropriate authorities such as USAC’s Internal Audit Division, the Commission’s Office of
Inspector General, or the United States Department of Justice.

10



Commission Rule or Order violation, and (3) ignoring the record evidence provided by the
Schools and United Systems.*®
II.  USAC FAILED TO PROVIDE RECORD EVIDENCE THAT UNITED
SYSTEMS WAS IMPROPERLY INVOLVED IN THE COMPETITIVE
BID PROCESS AND FAILED TO PROVIDE DUE PROCESS TO THE
SCHOOLS AND SERVICE PROVIDERS
Contrary to USAC’s denial justification, in its ADL issued to Maud, USAC expressly
makes a factual finding that Maud provided USAC the name and location of the person
submitting the FCC Form 470 and that Maud affirmatively denied service provider involvement
in the filing or submission of the FCC Form 470.%” Furthermore, USAC reached its decision (1)
without providing any record evidence of any specific IP address match, (2) without evidencing
previous conversations that it had with OneNet about the technical nature of identifying IP
addresses, and (3) without citing any specific Commission rule or policy violation or any other
federal, state or local rule violation. *® In sum, USAC based its denials on one single finding,
namely that Maud and Paden both failed to provide an explanation for the IP address match,
which, in turn, indicated improper service provider involvement in the competitive bidding
process. These findings completely disregard the facts in the record and are based upon pure

conjecture. Neither the Schools nor United Systems should be required to prove a negative

based upon veiled information.

3% This is not the first time that an appeal has been filed with the Commission because USAC used an IP
address match justification to deny funding (1) without providing any factual evidence to support its
finding and (2) ignoring contrary record evidence that the service provider did not participate in the
preparation or submission of the FCC Form 470. See Request for Review by Belfonte School District 50
of Administrator’s Decision on Appeal, CC Docket No. 02-6 (filed Nov. 22 2006).

37 AR00040.

3% A decision that is not supported by substantial evidence or where the agency has made a clear error in
judgment is reversible. See Kisser v. Cisneros, 14 F.3d 615, 619 (D.C. Cir. 1994).

11



USAC’s appeal process proffered no due process for the Schools or the service providers.
First, as demonstrated in this Consolidated Appeal, USAC denied the Applications without a
specific finding or any proof that United Systems was actually and impermissibly involved in the
Schools’ competitive bidding process. Second, USAC failed to provide United Systems with
notice of the denials. Third, in reaching this unsubstantiated decision to deny the Schools’ FCC
Form 470s, USAC expressly voided all of the related FRNs featured on the Schools associated
FCC Form 471s.%

Accordingly, because USAC proffered no specific finding or any proof that United
Systems was actually and/or impermissibly involved in the Schools’ competitive bidding
process, but still denied the Schools’ appeals and E-Rate funding, and because USAC’s denials
void E-Rate funding for services not only provided by United Systems, but also by other service
providers, USAC’s actions failed to provide due process to the Schools and to the service
providers. The only fair process to be exercised now is by the Commission in overturning
USAC’s denials and granting the funding.

III. USAC FAILED TO PROVE A COMMISSION RULE VIOLATION AND

FAILED TO CARRY ITS BURDEN OF PROVING A COMPETITIVE BID
VIOLATION PURSUANT TO COMMISSION ORDERS

% The FCC Form 471s feature all of the service providers for which the Schools received and accepted
competitive bids. As a result, Paden not only loses E-rate funding for services provided by United
Systems, Paden also loses E-rate funding for services provided by Novell, Inc. (for basic maintenance of
internal connections), NTS Communications and Windstream Communications, Inc. (for
telecommunications service), and for OneNet (for Internet access). Likewise, Maud not only loses E-Rate
funding for services provided by United Systems, Inc., Maud also loses E-Rate funding for service
provided by Novell, Inc. (for basic maintenance of internal connections (which was subsequently
cancelled)).

12



In a line of decisions beginning with the Commission’s Order in MasterMind,* the
Commission has neither broadened nor sanctioned a new set of guidelines defining what
constitutes a competitive bidding violation. The Commission’s Rules and Orders only require
that applicants must seek competitive bids; prepare, fill out, and sign their FCC Form 470s; not
abrogate their responsibility to the service provider during the competitive bidding process; and
comply with state and local procurement laws and regulations.

The burden lies with USAC, not the applicant and not the service provider, to prove a
rule violation.*! More specifically, in these cases USAC has the burden to demonstrate (1) that
there was an IP address match, (2) that the IP address match is accurate and based upon standard
industry practice, and, most importantly, (3) that the service provider was expressly involved in
the filing of the FCC Form 470, i.e., drafted or prepared the FCC Form 470 or had prior
knowledge of its content such as to provide it with a competitive advantage over other
prospective service providers. USAC failed to meet its burden as a matter of fact and law.

The competitive bidding process is one of the core Commission requirements for the E-
rate Program and one of its greatest deterrents against waste, fraud, and abuse. The Commission
adopted competitive bidding requirements at the onset of the E-rate Program in order to ensure
fiscal responsibility of the Universal Service Fund.*> The FCC Form 470 is the official E-rate

Applicant Request for Proposal (“RFP”) for E-rate Services.*

“ Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by MasterMind Internet
Services, Inc., 16 FCC Red 4028 (2000) (“MasterMind™).

! See, e.g., Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by Academy of
Careers and Technologies San Antonio, TX, et al. and Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support
Mechanism, Order, 21 FCC Red 5348, Y1, 8 (2006).

2 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9029, 9480
(1997) as corrected by Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Errata, (DA 97-157), affirmed in

13



The-FCC Form 470 identifies the services sought by the applicant and identifies other
competitive bid requirements. Because it is the applicant’s official RFP for E-rate purposes, the
Commission has adopted certain requirements that the applicant must follow to ensure that the
competitive bid process is fair and open. For example, the FCC Form 470 must be completed by
an applicant that will negotiate with prospective service providers and signed by a person
authorized to request the services on behalf of the applicant.** The FCC Form 470 also requires
the applicant to name a contact person, who is responsible to speak to prospective service
providers as well as assist prospective service providers with obtaining a separately prepared
Request for Proposal, if applicable.*’

The_se requirements were upheld in May of 2000 by the Commission in its Mastermind
Order.*® In MasterMind, the Commission addressed the violation of competitive bidding
requirements in the E-rate Program for the first time. Specifically, the Commission upheld
USAC’s denial of all funding requests on which the service provider MasterMind appeared as
the featured service provider as well as the named contact person on the associated FCC Form
470s and signed the FCC Form 470s and FCC Form 471s associated with the funding requests.*’

The Commission also noted that MasterMind also prepared RFPs that “were vague with respect

part, reversed in part and remanded in part sub nom. Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel v. FCC, 183
F.23d 393 (5" Cir. 1999).

4 Schools and Libraries Universal Service, Description of Services Requested and Certification Form,
OMB 3060-0806 (FCC Form 470).

“ FCC Form 470 Instructions at 19-20.
S I1d.

 Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by MasterMind Internet
Services, Inc., 16 FCC Rcd 4028 (2000) (“MasterMind’”).

“T Id. at 4030 4.

14



to the services requested, failed to identify the school requesting the service, and did not contain
bid-close or reply dates, and that MasterMind instructed certain service providers to supply
MasterMind, rather than the Applicants, information regarding their services offered.”*® In
upholding the integrity of the competitive bid process, the Commission found that “an applicant
violates the Commission’s competitive bidding requirements when it surrenders control to a
service provider that participates in that bidding process.”® The Commission further found that
an open and fair competitive bidding process does not occur when the service provider is listed
as the contact person and participates in the bidding process.50

MasterMind and its progeny continue to generally hold that where a FCC Form 470 lists
a contact person for the applicant who is an employee or representative of a service provider, the
FCC Form 470 is per se defective.”’ In the most recent MasterMind-type case, Dickenson, the
Commission interpreted the MasterMind precedent as follows:

In Mastermind Internet Services, Inc., the Commission held that, where an FCC

Form 470 lists a contact person who is an employee or representative of a service

provider, the FCC Form 470 is defective. The Commission observed that the

“contact person exerts great influence over an applicant’s competitive bidding

process by controlling the dissemination of information regarding the services

requested.” On this basis, the Commission found that “when an applicant

delegates that power to an entity that also will participate in the bidding process as
a prospective service provider, the applicant irreparably impairs its ability to hold

“® Id. at 4031 fn. 22.
Y Id. at 4032 910.
0 1d. at 4033 {11.

5! Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Dickenson County Public
Schools, Clintwood, Virginia, 17 FCC Red 15747 (WCB 2002) (“Dickenson’); Request for Review of
Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Consorcio de Escuelas y Bibliotechas de Puerto
Rico, San Juan, Puerto Rico, 17 FCC Red 13624 (WCB 2002) (“Consorcio”); Request for Review of
Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by College Prep School of America, Lombard,
Illinois, 17 FCC Red 1738 (CCB 2002) (“College Prep”); Request for Review of Decisions of the
Universal Service Administrator by A.R. Carethers SDA School, Houston, Texas., 16 FCC Rcd 6943
(CCB 2001) (“Carethers™).
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a fair and open competitive bidding process.” It concluded that “a violation of the

Commission’s competitive bidding requirements has occurred where a service

provider that is listed as the contact person on the FCC Form 470 also participates

in the competitive bidding process as a bidder.”>*

However, most significant and applicable to the facts of this case is the finding by the
Commission in MasterMind that no competitive bidding violation occurred where (1) the
applications did not name a MasterMind employee as the contact person and (2) a MasterMind
employee did not sign the FCC Form 470 or FCC Form 471.%

In the instant case, USAC used a controversial investigative screening methodology, i.e.,
tracking IP addresses, without providing any proof that this method was legitimate, recognized
by industry-wide standards, accurate, or sanctioned by the Commission. Moreover, when Paden
requested specific facts, dates, IP addresses, and proof of the allegation,”* USAC turned a blind
eye toward them by not only failing to provide any substantiating evidence, but also by failing to
articulate or cite to any factual evidence or proof and rule violation in its denial reason.

Although USAC fails to cite to MasterMind or any other Commission rule or Order in
justifying its reason for denial,” the facts contained in the various MasterMind line of cases can
be easily distinguished from the facts in this case. As stated above, in MasterMind, an employee
of the service provider MasterMind was listed as the contact person on the applicants’ FCC Form

470s and this person prepared and distributed the RFPs to potential bidders. “In so doing, the

Applicants surrendered control of the bidding process to an employee of MasterMind, a service

52 Dickenson, 17 FCC Red at 15748 3 (quoting MasterMind, 16 FCC Red at 4032).

53 Mastermind at 4034-5 |14.

3* AR00022.

55 The only reason provided by USAC is the sweeping general statement that “Applicants cannot abrogate

their responsibility for conducting a fair and open competitive bidding process free from SP
involvement.” See AR 00016; AR 00021.
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provider that not only participated in the bidding process, but also was awarded the service
contracts.” > Similarly, in Carethers, the Commission concluded that the person listed as the
contact for a number of applicant schools in various states, Charles Scorpio, was an employee of,
or associated with, the service provider.” The Commission further clarified its position
regarding improper relationships between service providers and applicants in College Prep,
Dickeson and Consorcio. In these cases, the contact person listed on the FCC Form 470s was an
employee or representative of a service provider participating in the competitive bidding
process.”®

The SLD ignored critical factual differences in this case from the MasterMind line of
cases. First, in MasterMind and its progeny, the Commission denied the applicants’ requests for
funding because in each case an employee or representative of the service provider was listed as
the contact for the applicant. In this case, however, there is not one scintilla of evidence in the
record that United Systems is an employee or representative of the Schools. In addition, a
service provider was not listed as a contact on the Schools FCC Form 470s.

Nor did United Systems prepare and distribute RFPs on behalf of certain schools or
participate in any manner, other than as a neutral service provider, during the competitive

bidding process. There is not one scintilla of evidence that the authorized representatives of both

56 MasterMind,16 FCC Rcd at 4033 910.

%7 Carethers,16 FCC Red at 6948-49 §98-9. The Commission based its conclusion on the fact that Scorpio
had an email address through the service provider, had the same address as the service provider, and the
contact person listed for the service provider in the SLD’s database had the same last name as Scorpio.
The Commission concluded that Scorpio could not be an employee of the schools because the schools
were spread over a number of states. It also was never disputed that Scorpio was an employee of the
service provider.

58 College Prep,17 FCC Red at 1745 §41; Dickenson, 17 FCC Red at 15749 §4; Consorcio,17 FCC Red at
13626-27 §6. In College Prep, the contact person was an officer of a service provider and negotiated the
contracts with service providers on behalf of the applicant. In Dickenson and Consorcio, the contact
people listed on the applicants’ FCC Form 470s were employees of a service provider.
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Paden and Maud ceded control in any way to United Systems or to any other service provider
pertaining to their E-rate funding requests. In fact, both Paden and Maud expressly stated in
their appeals and responses to USAC’s supplemental questions during the appeal process that
there was “NO” service provider involvement in the competitive bidding process.® Therefore,
USAC erred in its finding that there was any inappropriate service provider involvement by
United Systems.

Furthermore, unlike MasterMind and its progeny, Maud and Paden did not delegate the
task of disseminating information regarding the services requested to United Systems. Both
Paden and Maud undertook their own competitive bidding process in good faith, complied with
all federal, state and local rules, and considered all factors set forth under those rules.”’
Accordingly, Paden and Maud conducted a fair and open competitive bidding process and, as a
result, entered into the most cost-effective contract for services. Unlike the applicants in the
MasterMind line of cases, Paden’s and Maud’s bidding process was wholly consistent with the
public interest requirements underlying the integrity of the competitive bidding process.

Importantly, the SLD and USAC have not asserted that the competitive bidding process
undertaken by United Systems did not comply with the Commission’s rules and state and local
competitive bidding requirements. USAC’s sole focus was on its use of a controversial and
undisclosed and untested alleged IP address match. The conclusion drawn is that this IP address
match implicates United Systems as being involved in the competitive bidding process. USAC

concludes that this “is in violation of competitive bidding guidelines.”®' Yet, USAC fails to cite

¥ AR00022-23, AR00030 and AR00032 (Paden); AR00024 and AR00034 (Maud).
A
1 AR00037. Although USAC reaches the same decision for both Maud and Paden, its rationale differs.

See AR00040. Neither of USAC’s denial reasons cite to any specific rule violation nor make a nexus
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to any competitive bidding guidelines to support this improper conclusion. The reason it fails to
do so is both simple and clear — no such guidelines exist.

Furthermore, the facts in this case simply do not support such a conclusion. Indeed the
record indicates just the opposite, that the Schools employees submitted the FCC Form 470s to
USAC wholly without involvement of any service provider. USAC’s reliance on a controversial,
undocumented and unsubstantiated investigative technique that lies outside the purview of its
administrative authority to prove that United Systems allegedly participated in the competitive
bidding process is wrong. There is not one shred of evidence in record of these cases to support
such a finding.

USAC failed to demonstrate through factual findings that United Systems was
improperly involved in the competitive bidding process through (1) signing the FCC Form 470,
(2) acting as the point of contact on the FCC Form 470, (3) preparing and issuing a FCC Form
470 or RFP.that was not competitively neutral, i.e., seeking products and services that only were
tailored in favor of one provider; (4) receiving the proposals, (5) controlling information flowing
from the applicant to other service providers, (6) assisting in the evaluation of the bids, (7)
providing advice and assistance with respect to competitors’ bids, and/or (8) receiving the
applicant RFP prior to it being made available publicly.** The mere suggestion of an IP address
match between an applicant filed form and a service provider form does not prove that the

competitive bidding process was tainted or violated in any way.

between the facts and the alleged rule/guideline violations. As Administrator of the E-rate Program,
USAC is responsible for clearly and expressly posting its Program guidelines and, especially its nebulous
competitive bid guidelines, on its website and in its training sessions and materials. A search for IP
address match on USAC’s website yielded zero results.

82 See SLD Training Presentations for applicants and service providers on Enforcement and Program
Compliance for the FY 2002-2004, available at http://www.usac.org/sl/about/training-presentations/.
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USAC’s attempt to create a nexus of service provider involvement through its contested
summary finding of an alleged IP address match fails. The holdings in the various MasterMind
cases cannot be used as a blunt instrument, or a bright line test, without regard to the individual
facts of a case. To do so misses the essential point — that the spirit and letter of the competitive
bidding process and rules were observed and the public interest was served by the biddiﬁg
process undertaken by Paden and Maud. The only fair result is to require USAC to engage in an
open and fair review process that provides due process to both the applicants and service
providers. The only fair and equitable result in these cases lies in the funding of these
applications.

IV. THE MERE ACT OF FILING A FORM IS CLERICAL IN NATURE AND

DOES NOT PER SE EQUATE TO A COMMISSION RULE VIOLATION
OR COMPETITIVE BIDDING VIOLATION

Even, assuming arguendo, if an applicant were to use a service provider’s computer to
file its FCC Form 470, this simple act, in and of itself, cannot equate to a competitive bid
violation. The Commission correctly and clearly found in Mastermind that the applicants had
engaged in a competitive bid violation when they ceded control of their competitive bid
processes, z e., signing applications, accepting and evaluating bids, and acting as the contact
person on the FCC Form 470 to the service provider featured on their FCC Form 470s.

The simple task of filing a form is clerical and perfunctory in nature as is demonstrated
by the hundreds of thousands of Commission Forms and letters processed by USAC on an
annual basis. Even the manner in which they are filed is clerical in nature, e.g., some are mailed,
some are submitted via electronic submission, and others are sent via overnight delivery services.

To track one form of filing to the exclusion of others equates to a discriminatory practice or

procedure.
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On the other hand, being responsible for the competitive bid process is anything but
clerical and perfunctory in nature. The individuals who oversee the competitive bid process are
required to understand not only state and local procurement rules and procedures for their
respective schools or libraries, but also the Commission’s federal rules and procedures and
USAC’s programmatic rules and procedures—an extraordinary responsibility and burden given
all of the other responsibilities that these school and library Administrators carry. Surely it was
not Congress’ intent in creating the E-rate Program or the Commission’s intent in issuing the
Mastermind Order to bog down the review of applications and flow of advanced
communications services to schools and libraries across America serving our nation’s children
by investigéting whether there is a match in an IP address or who paid for the postage for the
letters.

USAC’s focus should not be on how the Schools file or where they file, but whether they
engaged in an open and fair competitive bid process. As demonstrated above, USAC has failed
to meet its burden. USAC’s Administrative Record clearly establishes that the Schools were
responsible for the preparation and filing of their FCC Form 470s and that there was no
involvement by any service provider, including United Systems, in the competitive bidding
process. USAC cannot be allowed to disregard its own record in these cases and make decisions

based on its own suppositions.

CONCLUSION

In rendering its decision, we respectfully request that the Commission grant these appeals
and find that the Administrative Record unequivocally demonstrates that the Schools were solely
responsible for the competitive bidding process. The Commission also should find that USAC

has failed to meet its burden in proving that there was any improper service provider
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involvement that rose to a level of tainting or violating the competitive bidding process. Further,

the Commission should establish a clear standard of review to be followed by USAC and the

SLD to ensure that the due process rights of all schools and libraries and service providers are

met. Finally, the Commission should order USAC to take immediate action in defining oversight

and management of its appeal process and special compliance review because, as these cases

aptly demonstrate, these processes involving the Schools and Libraries Division are in need of

restructuring and serve only to bog down the review of applications and flow of advanced

communications services to schools and libraries across America serving our nation’s children.

January 16, 2007

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ /s/
Keith Kincade Alvin Myers
Paden Independent School United Systems, Inc.
District 14 4335 N. Classen
10th and Elm St Oklahoma City, OK 73118

Paden, OK 74860
(405) 932-5053

/s/

J.E. Pryor

Maud Independent School
District 117

306 W Main St

Maud, OK 74854

(405) 374-2416
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Douglas Everette, certify on this 16th day of January, 2007, a copy of the foregoing

Consolidated Request for Review has been served

pre-paid, to the following:

Michelle Carey .

Senior Legal Advisor to Chairman Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554
Michelle.Carey@fcc.gov

Marcus Maher

Legal Counsel to the Bureau Chief
Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Marcus.Maher@fcc.gov

Gina Spade

Assistant Division Chief
Telecommunications Access Policy Division
Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 12™ Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554
Gina.Spade@fcc.gov

Letter of Appeal

Schools and Libraries Division-Correspondence
Unit

100 S. Jefferson Road

P.O. Box 902

Whippany, NJ 07981

4851742.03

via electronic mail or first class mail, postage

Thomas Navin

Bureau Chief

Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Thomas.Navin@fcc.gov
Jeremy Marcus
Division Chief

Telecommunications Access Policy Division
Wireline Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554
Jeremy.Marcus@fcc.gov

/s/ Douglas Everette




Applications Implicated by Consolidated Appeal

“Paden Public

Windstream Communications,
Schools Inc.
143030766
1302241 | 2005 | 475710000534753 | NTS Communications, Inc.
143001173 :
1302253 | 2005 | 475710000534753 | OneNet (Oklahoma State
Regents).
143015254
Paden Public | 472766 1302660 | 2005 | 475710000534753 | United Systems, Inc.
Schools 14300004698
1302690 | 2005 | 475710000534753 | Novell, Inc.
| 143004863
Maud 475214 1310797 | 2005 | 548810000532934 | United Systems, Inc.
Independent 143004698
School
District 117
4852518
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471 Information Page 1 of 7

Bt wike.in this: ares:

Schools and Libraries Universal Service

Description of Services Ordered and Certification Form 471
Estimated Average Burden Hours per Response: 4 hours
This form asks schools and libraries to list the eligible telecommunications-related services they have ordered and estimate the annual charges for t
Fund Administrator can set aside sufficient support to reimburse providers for services.
Please read instructions before beginning this application. (You can also file online at www.sl.universalservice.org
The instructions include information on the deadlines for filing this application.

Applicant's Form Identifier

, Form 471 Application#
#Enr:a}ef 1mr]our own cade to Identify THIS Paden-YR8-1 (T 56 eskoriad biy scinierusos 472668

Block 1: Billed Entity Information (The "Billed Entity” is the entity paying the bills for the service listed on this form.)

Name of
1a Billed Entity PADEN INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 14

2a Funding Year: July

2005 Through June 30: 2006 Billed Entity Number:140366
Street Address,
4a P.O.Box, 10TH AND ELM STREETS
or Routing Number
City PADEN
State oK Zip Code 74860
5a ;YP'I? ct;fn L individual School (individual public or non-public school) _
pplication School District (LEA; public or non-public [e.g. diocesan] iocal district representing multiple schools)
Library ( including library system, library outlet/branch or fibrary consortium as defined under LSTA)
Consortium I Check here if any members of this consortium are ineligible or non-governmental entities)
6 Contact
Person's Jon Dotson
Name

First, if the Contact Person's Street Address is the same as in Item 4, check this box. _lifnot, please complete the entries for the Street A

Street Address,
b P.O.Box, 10TH AND ELM STREETS
or Routing Number
City PADEN
State OK B Zip Code 74860

Page 1of 7 FCC Form 471 - Nov

047001010

Entity Number 1403686 " Applicant's Form Identifier Paden-YR8-1

Contact Person  Jon Dotson Phone Number 405-932-5053

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form4711D=472... 1/10/2007
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IFRN: 1302225 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006
10. Original FRN:

11. Category of Service: Telecommunications 12. 470 Application Number: 47571 0000534753
Service

13. SPIN: 143030766 14. Service Provider Name: Windstream
iCommunications, Inc.
[15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month 5b. Contract Number: MTM

[Service:

15¢. Covered under State Master Contract: 15d. FRN from Previous Year:

16a. Billing Account Number: 100030425 16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:
17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/15/2005 18. Contract Award Date:

[19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005 9b. Service End Date: 06/30/2006

20. Contract Expiration Date:

21. Attachment #: A 22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 683997

3a. Monthly Charges: $123.12 23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

3c. Eligible monthly amt.: $123.12 j23d. Number of months of service: 12
3e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurrin es (23c x 23d): $1,477.44
[23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges: 0 [23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $0.00
231. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $1,477.44

23]. % discount (from Block 4): 87
[23k. Funding Commitment Request ( 23i x 23]): $1,285.37

[FRN: 1302241 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006
10. Original FRN:

11. Category of Service: Telecommunications 12. 470 Application Number: 47571 0000534753
[Service
13. SPIN: 143001173 14. Service Provider Name: NTS Communications,
: Inc.

15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month 15b. Contract Number: MTM
[Service:
15¢. Covered under State Master Contract: 15d. FRN from Previous Year:
16a. Billing Account Number: 4059325053 16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:
17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/15/2005 18. Contract Award Date:
19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005 19b. Service End Date: 06/30/2006

0. Contract Expiration Date: —

1. Attachment #: B . Block 4 Worksheet No.: 683997

a. Monthly Charges: $198.33 23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00
3c. Eligible monthly amt.: $198.33 . Number of months of service: 12

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23c x 23d): $2,379.96 _

23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges: 0 @ Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0
23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $0.00
23i. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $2,379.96

j. % discount (from Block 4): 87
3k. Funding Commitment Request { 23i x 23j): $2,070.567

[FRN: 1302253 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006
10. Original FRN:
11. Category of Service: Internet Access " [12. 470 Application Number: 475710000534753

http://WWW.SI.universalservice.orngYS_Form471KFY8_471Plintlnfo.asp?Form4711D=472... 1/10/2007
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471 Information Page 4 of 7

13. SPIN: 143015254 4. Service Provider Name: OneNet (Oklahoma

tate Regents)
15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month 15b. Contract Number: MTM
IService: __
|15¢c. Covered under State Master Contract: 15d. FRN from Previous Year:
16a. Billing Account Number: 405-932-4465 16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:
17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/15/2005 18. Contract Award Date:
19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005 [19b. Service End Date: 06/30/2006

. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 683997
23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

23d. Number of months of service: 12
3e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring cha 23c x 23d): $12,336.00

1%. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:  {23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0
0

Eh;l\nnual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $1,100.00
I ]
3j. ¢

. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $13,436.00
% discount (from Block 4): 87

[23k. Funding Commitment Request ( 23i x 23j): $11,689.32

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

Application ID:472668

Entity Applicant’s Form VRA_
il Number 140366 Identifier Paden-YR8-1
[t Contact  Jon 405-932-
Person Dotson Phone Number 5053

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

2. W | certify that the entities listed in Block 4 of this application are eligible for support because they are: (check
: one or both) )
schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and secondary schools found in the No Child Left

a. [¥ Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. Secs. 7801(18) and (38), that do not operate as for-profit businesses,
and do not have endowments exceeding $50 million; and/or .

b. [ libraries or library consortia eligible for assistance from a State library administrative agency under the
Library Services and Technology Act of 1996 that do not operate as for-profit businesses and whose
budgets are completely separate from any schools including, but not limited to elementary, secondary
schools, colleges, or universities

25. | certify that the entity | represent or the entities listed on this application have secured access, separately or
through this program, to all of the resources, including computers, training, software, intemal connections,
maintenance, and electrical capacity, necessary to use the services purchased effectively. | recognize that
some of the aforementioned resources are not eligible for support. | certify that the entities | represent or the
entities listed in this application have secured access to all of the resources to pay the discounted charges for
eligible services from funds to which access has been secured in the current funding year. | certify that the
Billed Entity will pay the non-discount portion of the cost of the goods and services to the service provider(s).

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form4711D=472... 1/10/2007
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471 Information - Page 5 of 7

Total funding year pre-discount amount on this Form 471 (Add the entities $17,293.40
from Item 23l on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.) ’ '

Total funding commitment request amount on this Form 471 (Add the $15,045.26
entities from Items 23K on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.)

Total applicant non-discount share (Subtract item 25b from ltem 25a.) $2,248.14

Total budgeted amount allocated to resources not eligible for E-rate support $5,000.00

Total amount necessary for the applicant to pay the non-discount share of

the services requested on this application AND to secure access to the

resourc:’es necessary to make effective use of the discounts. (Add ltems $7,248.14
25c and 25d.)

] Check this box if you are receiving any of the funds in ltem 25e directly
from a service provider listed on any Forms 471 filed by this Billed Entity for
this funding year, or if a service provider listed on any of the Forms 471
filed by this Billed Entity for this funding year assisted you in locating funds
in Items 25e.

| certify that all of the schools and libraries or library consortia listed in Block 4 of this application are covered
by technology plans that are written, that cover all 12 months of the funding year, and that have been or will
be approved by a state or other authorized body, and an SLD-certified technology plan approver, prior to the
commencement of service. The plans are written at the following level(s):

a. [0 anindividual technology plan for using the services requested in this application; and/or
b. [@ higher-level technology plan(s) for using the services requested in this application; or

¢. [ notechnology plan needed; applying for basic local, cellular, PCS, and/or long distance telephone
. service and/or voice mail only.

27. [ | certify that | posted my Form 470 and (if applicable) made my RFP available for at least 28 days before
considering all bids received and selecting a service provider. | certify that all bids submitted were carefully
considered and the most cost-effective service offering was selected, with price being the primary factor
considered, and is the most cost-effective means of meeting educational needs and technology plan goals.

EE e

28. [/ | certify that the entity responsible for selecting the service provider(s) has reviewed all applicable FCC, state,
and local procurement/competitive bidding requirements and that the entity or entities listed on this application
have-complied with them.

0. 47 1

29. [ | certify that the services the applicant purchases at discounts provided by 47 U.S.C. Sec. 254 will be used
solely for educational purposes and will not be sold, resold, or transferred in consideration for money or any
other thing of value, except as permitted by the Commission’s rules at 47 C.F.R. Sec. 54.500(k). Additionally, |
certify that the Billed Entity has not received anything of value or a promise of anything of value, other than
services and equipment requested under this form, from the service provider(s) or any representative or agent
thereof or any consultant in connection with this request for services.

30. [¥ | certify that | and the entity(ies) | represent have complied with all program rules and | acknowledge that
failure to do so may result in denial of discount funding and/or cancellation of funding commitments. There are
signed contracts covering all of the services listed on this Form 471 except for those services prgwded under
non-contracted tariffed or month-to-month arrangements. | acknowledge that failure to comply with program
rules could result in civil or criminal prosecution by the appropriate law enforcement authorities.

31. [V |acknowledge that the discount level used for shared services is conditional, for future years, upon ensuring
" that the most disadvantaged schools and libraries that are treated as sharing in the service, receive an
appropriate share of benefits from those services. .
32. [/ | certify that | will retain required documents for a period of at least five years after the last day of service

delivered. | certify that | will retain all documents necessary to demonstrate compliance with the statute and
Commission rules regarding the application for, receipt of, and delivery of services receiving schools and

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3 Form471/FY8_471Printinfo.asp?Form471ID=472.. 1102007
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FCC Form 471

i

séhools and Libraries Universal Service

Description of Services Ordered and Certification Form 471
Estimated Average Burden Hours per Response: 4 hours
This form asks schools and libraries to list the eligible telecommunications-related services they have ordered and estimate the annual charges for t
Fund Administrator can set aside sufficient support to reimburse providers for services.
Please read instructions before beginning this application. (You can also file online at www.sl.universalservice.org
The instructions inciude information on the deadlines for filing this application.

Applicant's Form |dentifier

: Form 471 Application#
(G"rﬁa;g 1yn)wr own code to identify THIS Paden-YR8-2 (o e steion edpr; e 472766

Block 1: Billed Entity Information (The *Billed Entity" is the entity paying the bills for the service listed on this form.)

Name of
132 giled Entity PADEN INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 14
2 FundingYear:July 5465 Though June 30: 2006 Billed Entity Number:140366
Street Address,
4a P.O.Box, 10TH AND ELM STREETS
or Routing Number
City . PADEN
State OK Zip Code 74860
5a Typeof ] individual School (individual public or non-public school)
Application E School District (LEA; public or non-public [e.g. diocesan] local district representing multiple schools)
D Library ( including library system, library outlet/branch or library consortium as defined under LSTA)
D Consortium LI Check here if any members of this consortium are ineligible or non-governmental entities)
6 Contact
Person's Jon Dotson
Name

First, if the Contact Person's Street Address is the same as in ltem 4, check this box. _' If not, please complete the entries for the Street A

Street Address,
b P.O.Box, 10TH AND ELM STREETS
or Routing Number
City PADEN _
State OK Zip Code 74860

Page 10of 7 FCC Form 471 - Nov

Entity Number 140366 Applicant's Form Identifier Paden-YR8-2
Contact Person  Jon Dotson Phone Number 405-932-5053,

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471Printinfo.asp?Form471ID=472... 1/10/2007
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471 Information

Page 3 of 7

[FRN: 1302660 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006

10. Original FRN:

1. Category of Service: Basic Maintenance of
Internal Connections

12. 470 Application Number: 475710000534753

13. SPIN: 143004698

14. Service Provider Name: United Systems, Inc.

[15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
ervice:

15b. Contract Number: Paden-US-YR8-1c

[15¢c. Covered under State Master Contract:

15d. FRN from Previous Year:

16a. Billing Account Number: 405-932-4465

16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/15/2005

18. Contract Award Date: 02/16/2005

19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

19b. Service End Date:

[20. Contract Expiration Date: 09/30/2006

21. Attachment #: A

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 684210

23a. Monthly Charges: $.00

23b. ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

23c. Eligible monthly amt.: $0.00

23d. Number of months of service: 12

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23c x 23d): $0.00

23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:
22050 -

23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0

23). % discount (from Block 4): 87

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $22,050.00

23i. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $22,050.00

23k. Funding Commitment Request ( 23i x 23j): $19,183.50

ERN: 1302690 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006

10. Original FRN:

11. Category of Service: Basic Maintenance of
|internal Connections

12. 470 Application Number: 475710000534753

13. SPIN: 143004863

14, Service Provider Name: Novell, Inc.

15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
[Service:

15b. Contract Number: N/A

15¢. Covered under State Master Contract:

15d. FRN from Previous Year:

16a. Billing Account Number: 405-932-4465

17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/15/2005

18. Contract Award Date: 02/16/2005

16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

19a, Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

19b. Service End Date:

20. Contract Expiration Date: 09/30/2006

21. Aftachment #: A

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 684210

23a. Monthly Charges: $.00

23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

3c. Eligible monthly amt.: $0.00

23d. Number of months of service: 12

3f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:
1000

3e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23¢c x 23d): $0.00

23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 207.7

23i. Total pr:

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges (23f - 23g): $792.30

ram year pre~-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $792.30

M —
j. % discount (from Block 4): 87
k. Funding Commitment Request { 23i x 23]): $689.30

hitp://www.sL.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form471ID=472... 1/10/2007
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471 Information : - Page4of7

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

B6inok i jn this ared.
Application ID:472766

Applicant's Form R
il Number 140366 Identifier Paden-YR8-2

Contact Jon 405-932-
Dotson Phone Number 5053

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

2. | certify bt:)\t?rt) the entities listed in Block 4 of this application are eligible for support because they are: (check
one or
schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and secondary schools found in the No Child Left

a. [¥ Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. Secs. 7801(18) and (38), that do not operate as for-profit businesses,

" and do not have endowments exceeding $50 million; and/or :

b. 7] libraries or library consortia eligible for assistance from a State library administrative agency under the
Library Services and Technology Act of 1996 that do not operate as for-profit businesses and whose
budgets are completely separate from any schools including, but not limited to elementary, secondary
schools, colleges, or universities

25. [¥] | certify that the entity | represent or the entities listed on this application have secured access, separately or
through this program, to all of the resources, including computers, training, software, intemal connections,
maintenance, and electrical capacity, necessary to use the services purchased effectively. | recognize that
some of the aforementioned resources are not eligible for support. | certify that the entities | represent or the
entities listed in this application have secured access to all of the resources to pay the discounted charges for
eligible services from funds to which access has been secured in the current funding year. I certify that the
Billed Entity will pay the non-discount portion of the cost of the goods and services to the service provider(s).

Total funding year pre-discount amount on this Form 471 (Add the entities
Il 2 from Item 23] on all Biock 5 Discount Funding Requests.) $22,842.30
Total funding commitment request amount on this Form 471 (Add the $19,872.80
entities from Items 23K on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.)
c. Total applicant non-discount share (Subtract ltem 25b from ltem 25a.) $2,969.50
Il o. Total budgeted amount allocated to resources not eligible for E-rate support $5,000.00
Total amount necessary for the applicant to pay the non-discount share of
the services requested on this application AND to secure access to the
e. resources necessary to make effective use of the discounts. (Add items $7,969.50

25¢ and 25d.)

¢ ] Check this box if you are receiving any of the funds in Item 25e directly
from a service provider listed on any Forms 471 filed by this Billed Entity for
this funding year, or if a service provider listed on any of the Forms 471
filed by tgigBBilled Entity for this funding year assisted you In locating funds
in ltems 25e.

I certify that all of the schools and libraries or library consortia listed in Block 4 of this application are covered
by technology plans that are written, that cover all 12 months of the funding year, and that have been or will
be approved by a state or other authorized body, and an SLD-certified technology plan approver, prior to the
commencement of service. The plans are written at the following level(s):

[ anindividual technology plan for using the services requested in this application; and/or
higher-level technology plan(s) for using the services requested in this application; or
[[] no technology plan needed; applying for basic local, cellular, PCS, and/or long distance telephone

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form471ID=472... 1/1012007
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471 Information Page 1 of 7

Bo.nokwrite in this Srea:

Schools and Libraries Universal Service

Description of Services Ordered and Certification Form 471
Estimated Average Burden Hours per Response: 4 hours
This form asks schools and libraries to list the eligible telecommunications-related services they have ordered and estimate the annual charges for tt
Fund Administrator can set aside sufficient support to reimburse providers for services.
Please read instructions before beginning this application. (You can also file online at www.sl.universalservice.org
The instructions include information on the deadiines for filing this application.

plicant's Form Identifier -
?C'r)eate your own code to identify THIS Maud-Yr8-471b Form 471 Application#

rm 471) (To be assigned by administrator) 476214

Block 1: Bliled Entity Information (The "Billed Entity" is the entity paying the bills for the service listed on this form.)

Name of
1a Billed Entity MAUD INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 117
2a fundingYear:July 2005 Through June 30: 2006 Billed Entity Number:140360
Street Address,
4a P.O.Box, 308 W. MAIN, P.O. BOX 130
or Routing Number
City MAUD
State | OK Zip Code 74854 0130
S5a Typ‘; of [ individual School (individual public or non-public school)
Application School District (LEA; public or non-public [e.g. diocesan] local district representing multiple schools)
D Library ( including library system, library outlet/branch or library consortium as defined under LSTA)
D Consortium [:3 Check here if any members of this consortium are ineligible or non-governmental entities)
6 Contact
Person's J.E. Pryor
Name

First, if the Contact Person's Street Address Is the same as in Item 4, check this box. {1t not, please complete the entries for the Street A

Street Address,
b P.O.Box, P.0. Box 130
or Routing Number
City MAUD
State OK Zip Code 74854 0130

Page 10of 7 FCC Form 471 - Nov

047001010

Entity Number 140360 Applicant's Form Identifier Maud-Yr8-471b

Contact Person  J.E. Pryor Phone Number 405-374-2416

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471Printinfo.asp?Form471ID=475... 1/10/2007
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471 Information

Page 3 of 7

IFRN: 1310797 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006

10. Original FRN:

11. Category of Service: Basic Maintenance of
|internal Connections

12. 470 Application Number: 548810000532934

13. SPIN: 143004698

15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
[Service:

15b. Contract Number: Maud-US-YR8-1¢

14. Service Provider Name: United Systems, Inc.

15¢c. Covered under State Master Contract:

[15d. FRN from Previous Year:

[16a. Billing Account Number: 405-374-2416

16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/09/2005

18. Contract Award Date: 02/09/2005

19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

[19b. Service End Date:

20. Contract Expiration Date: 09/30/2006

1. Attachment #: A

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 689829

. Monthly Charges: $.00

3b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

3c. Eligible monthly amt.: $0.00

. Number of months of service: 12

3e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recu
23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:

rring charges ( 23¢ x 23d): $0.00

43900

Fag. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0

[23h. Annual pre-discount amount for efigible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $43,900.00

[23i. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $43,900.00

23]. % discount (from Block 4): 90

23k. Funding Commitment Request ( 23i x 23j): $39,510.00

[FRN: 1310836 FCDL Date: 03/08/2006

10. Original FRN:_

[11. Category of Service: Internal Connections

12. 470 Application Number: 548810000532934

13. SPIN: 143004863

15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
ervice:

14. Service Provider Name: Novell, Inc.

15b. Contract Number: N/A

115¢. Covered under State Master Contract:
16a. Billing Account Number: 405-374-2416

15d. FRN from Previous Year:

16b. Muitiple Billing Account Numbers?:

7. Allowable Contract Date: 02/09/2005

18. Contract Award Date: 02/09/2005

[19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2005

19b. Service End Date:

[20. Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2006

21. Attachment #: A

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 689829

a. Monthly Charges: $.00

23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

. Eligible monthly amt.: $0.00

23d. Number of months of service: 12

23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:
1000

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23c x 23d): $0.00

23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: 0

3i. Total ram

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $1,000.00

r pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $1,000.00

23]. % discount (from Block 4): 90

23k. Funding Commitment Request ( 23i x 23j): $900.00

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

http://www.sL.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form471 ID=475...

1/10/2007
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471 Information Page 4 of 7

Application 1D:475214

Entity Applicant's Form
Number 140360 e tihar Maud-Yr8-471b

g;’f,:ﬁt %@r Phone Number

405-374-
2416

Block 6: Certifications and Signature

24 | certifybtgt?.t)me entities listed in Block 4 of this application are eligible for support because they are: (check
. one or

schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and secondary schoois found in the No Child Left

a. Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. Secs. 7801(18) and (38), that do not operate as for-profit businesses,
and do not have endowments exceeding $50 million; and/or

b. [ libraries or library consortia eligible for assistance from a State library administrative agency under the
Library Services and Technology Act of 1996 that do not operate as for-profit businesses and whose
budgets are completely separate from any schools including, but not limited to elementary, secondary
schools, colleges, or universities

25. [¥] 1 certify that the entity | represent or the entities listed on this application have secured access, separately or
through this program, to all of the resources, including computers, training, software, internal connections,
maintenance, and electrical capacity, necessary to use the services purchased effectively. | recognize that
some of the aforementioned resources are not eligible for support. | certify that the entities i represent or the
entifies listed in this application have secured access to all of the resources to pay the discounted charges for
eligible services from funds to which access has been secured in the current funding year. | certify that the
Billed Entity will pay the non-discount portion of the cost of the goods and services to the service provider(s).

‘Total funding year pre-discount amount on this Form 471 (Add the entities $44
o from Item 23l on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.) . ,900.00
b Total funding commitment request amount on this Form 471 (Add the $40,410.00
- entities from Items 23K on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.)
Il c. Total applicant non-discount share (Subtract ltem 25b from item 25a.) $4,490.00
Total budgeted amount allocated to resources not eligible for E-rate support $0.00

Total amount necessary for the applicant to pay the non-discount share of
the services requested on this application AND to secure access to the

e. resources necessary to make effective use of the discounts. (Add ltems $4,490.00
25¢ and 25d.)

7] Check this box if you are receiving any of the funds in Item 25e directly
from a service provider listed on any Forms 471 filed by this Billed Entity for
this funding year, or if a service provider listed on any of the Forms 471
filed by this Billed Entity for this funding year assisted you in locating funds

in ltems 25e.

I certify that all of the schools and libraries or library consortia listed in Block 4 of this application are covered
by technology plans that are written, that cover all 12 months of the funding year, and that have been or will
be approved by a state or other authorized body, and an SLD-certified technology plan approver, prior to the
commencement of service. The plans are written at the following level(s):

[¥ anindividual technology plan for using the services requested in this application; and/or
[Tl nigher-level technology plan(s) for using the services requested in this application; or
O

no technology plan needed; applying for basic local, cellular, PCS, and/or long distance telephone
service and/or voice mail only.

http :ffwww.sl;universalservice.org/FY 3 Form471/FY8_471PrintInfo.asp?Form4711D=475... 1/10/2007

AR00011



Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

. FUNDING COMBITMENT DECISION LETTER
(Funding Year 2005: 07/0172005 - 06/30/2006)
March 8, 2006

Jon Dotson

PADEN INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 14
10TH A} M ST TS

TH AND ELM STREET
PADEN, OK 74860

Re: Fomn 471 Spplication. K

r: 472766
005 - 0673072006

g - Humber: 140366
i1led Entity FCC RN: 001165234 ’ '
Applicant’'s Form Identifier: Paden-YR8-2

Thank you for your Funding Year 2005 E-rate application and for any assistance you
provided throughout our review. Here is the current status of the funding request(s)
featured in the Funding Commitment Report at the end of this letter.

~ The amount, $19,872.80 is "Denied."

Please rvefer to the Funding Commitment Report on the page following this letter for
specific funding reéguest :dg'cis'&nha' and -..r;itgelanamians. i ol

The Important Reminders and Deadlines immediately preceding this letter are provided

- Work with your service provider to.determifie¢’ if you will receive discounted bills or
if you will request reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full

Review technology planning approval requirements

Review CIPA Requirements

Eile Form 486 . o _ _ . -

Invoice the SLD using the Form 474 ésngice proyideri or Form 472 (Billed Entity) =

as products and services are being delivered and billed

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

On the pages following this letter, we have provided a Funding Commitment Report for the
Form 47 ﬁggglxeation”Cited above. The enclosed report includes a list of the Funding
Request Number(s) (FRNs) from your application. The SLD is also sending this information
to your service Préﬁriﬁﬁr'{s) so preparations can be made to begin implementing your E-rate
discount(s) after you file your Form 486, Immediately preceding the Eunding;tomnxtnenb
Report, you will find a guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report.

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

1f you wish to appeal a decision in this letter, your appeal must be received by the SLD
or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this =
reguirenent will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal:

‘1. Include the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and (if available) e-mail
-address for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us.

2. State outright that your letter is an appeal. Include the following to identify the
3eiuar“3ﬁﬁifhévﬁ§¢i5V°n you are appealing: _ ' :
=3 ant name, . o )

Appd ﬁt-hiﬁb{and service provider name, if different from appellant,

Box 125 ~ Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey, 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org
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3. Please keep your letter to th int, and provide documentation to support our appeal.
Be aurefggpkgeu ‘a copy of you; ggt1re appegl including any :orrespcuggnce gn WP
documentation

4. If you are the aggllcant please provide a co§¥ of your agpeal to the serv;ce
provider(s) affected by the SLD's decision. ou _are the serv1ceLB§0v1 er, please
provide a copy of your appeal to the applxcant(s affected by the S

5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.

To subnit our a eal to the SLD by e-mail, use the "Subm est fea ure on our
gh szte a{ p universalserV1cg.arg. élxck cOntlnueiﬁ Qu ﬁ pgga 8" from the
nouiry an the lower portion of your screen, and c xck gLn your
appeal s ission. The system will romgt you through the process. SLD will
aut _txcally reply to incoming e-mails to confirm receipt.

To suhn;;_yqur appeal to the SILD by fax, fax your appeal to (973) 59916542.
To submit your appeal to the SLD on paper, send your appeal to:
‘Letter of pge
SQhoqls an% ibraries Division
1 f aspondsnce Unit
SB Sot th Jefferson Road
_ thppany, NJ 07981

irage to reso ve your appeal: with the SLD first, you have the option
eouTege you 1 E}ie ggpa ; s

s decision.

3 . réctly: w&= Communlcations Commx sion (FCC). ou
J_ﬁ;?_ﬁo_kn N -6 on the f; ge of g 1l to the ECC. Your
e_received by the aﬁ Wi th;n da? of the above dat
ﬁ%ip e to meet thxs # reme Will result in automatic dismissa. of

1. W _5§ ongl reconuend t you use either the electronic filxng o txons

i d in the "2r Bals Procedure” posted in the Reference Arvea of our we s1
If %ﬁa are submitting your apgeai v;apgnited States Postal Service, send to ?CC,
Office of the Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554.

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY

Agpl;cants recelgt of funding commitments is contingent on their compliance with all
ory, and pr ocedural requirements of the Schools and Libraries Universal
erV1ce uppurt Mechanism Applicants who have recelved funding commitments continue
t to audits and o r reviews that t gluniversal Service Administrative
g a and/or the FCC may undertake perio cally to assure that funds that have
besn camni are being used in accordance with all such requirements, The SLD may be
reguired to reduce or cancel £undzng commitments that were not issued in_accordance with
such r ~Ve uts, whe;“- t¢ action or 1nact10n, 1nc1uding but not limited to that
licant, or the service g ovider. The SLD and other appropriate
orities (ir R Bu€ not limit SAC and the Ecca pursue enforcement.
apBent of invojcos ngY Aiso be att “%éé“'* the availibs i“%““‘?dffm"‘?“”m ook The?
IR a be affec e availability o s bas
~of funds collectﬁdgfrom contributing tglecommunlcgtlonsycompanzes

‘Scho Librar Diw:
'gggvgigagngervgcg i&ﬁxnis%ggggve COmpany

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 2 of 5 03/08/2006
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A GUIDE TC THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

A report for each E-rate funding request from your application is attached to this
letter. We are providing the following definitions for the items in that report.

Egﬂghg?éh%PPLIchTION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application
* EUNDING REQUEST NUMBER AEﬁNfa;A Funding Request Number is assigned by the SLD to each
..£Q§K.§;9§glgurfﬁgg§-§$i:‘;.wif jﬁﬂﬂﬁ"g'ﬁ;ggﬂﬂﬁ§9rr§PQrt;t8 apggicanqs_and service
providers the status of individual funding requests submitted on a Form 471.
E@ﬁﬁ:nafswaiﬁsé Each FRN will have one of the following definitions:
1. An FRN that is “Funded" is approved at the level that the SLD determined

is appropriate for this FRN. The funding level will generally be the level
FeUCREOH GaLoes tie SID Upberaines Gmins the application tevice Drocess that

some adjustment is appropriate.

2. An FRN that is "Not Funded” is one for which no funds werg committed. The
reason for the decisign will be briefly explained in the "Funding Commitment
Decision Explanation.” An FRN may be "Not Funded" because the réguest does not
comply with program rules, or because the total amount of funding available for
this gundmng-?éar was insufficient to fund all reguests.

3. 2an ERN that is "As Yet Unfunded" reflects a temporary status that is assigned to
ghiignvéggn,ghwmgzp_za,uggertain-atﬁthe time ﬁggezetger_iﬁ genérated whether
there will be sufficient funds to make_ca?nitments for requests for Internmal
Connections at a particular discount level. For example, if your application
included requests for discounts on both Telecommunications Services and Internal
Connections, you might receive a letter with funding commitments for ¥onx X
Telecommunicationg Services fugdtpg requests and a message that your Internal Connectio
requests are "As Yet Unfunded.” Yol would receive ohe or more subsequent letters
regarding the funding decision on your Internal Connections requests,

CATEGQRY OF SERVICE: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown on
your Eorm 471.

Egg%ﬂglqck S?II§E%G§ZQE¥§E§Q gﬁgﬂBgfg‘é7D &pp?xcation Number associated with this F
E,:,g;t-r!- at pal :

oY aze&E§§a§§46~”é%%%%?%@;.,

. SPIN nique number assigned by the
vnive: of oviders seekin ent from
he e Dhiversal serviee support

ery of services and to arrange for

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract between the eligible party and the
qggggxggsgrggi_cr. This will be present only if a contract number was provided on

81%£I¥E#AGEQU§11§@§BER= The”adceggt nuﬁgfrbthat yohg seivigg prgy%%gr hgs estgh%&:geg
with you for billing purposes. is will be present only if a Billing Accoun e
g%ﬁ'pwbv-gﬁé on y%gg Bdﬁg 471. o ¥ ’

ﬁﬁﬁgﬁiﬁﬁis?‘RT DATE: The Service Start Date for this FRN from Block 5, Item 18 of your

CONTRACT EXPIRATION DATE: The Contract Expiration Date for this FRN from Block 5,
Item 20b of your Form 471. This will be present only if a contract expiration date
was provided on your Form 471.

‘SITE IDENTIFIER: Jhe Entity Number listed in Form 471, Block 5, Item 22a. This will be
present only for "site specific” FRNs. |

NUMBER OF MONTHS RECURRING SERVICE PROVIDED IN FUNDING YEAR: The number of months of
e SR g QAL R R L g R year. This will be present only for

recurring services.
'ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMQUNT FOR ELIGIBLE RECURRING CHARGES: Eligible monthly

pre- iscount amount approved for recurring charges multiplied by number of months
g&t‘ recurring service E-.’-Bﬁmea_. for the fung.mg §g§r "

FCDL/Schools and Libraries DivisionjfUSAC Page 3 of 5 03/08/2006
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ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT EOR ELIGIBLE NON-RECURRING CHARGES: Annual eligible
non-recurring charges approved for the funding year.

PRE-DISCOUNT ZMOUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 23I, as determined through
5%% gpplication review process. *
DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY THE SLD: The discount rate that the SLD has

approved for this service.

FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION: This represents the total amount of funding that the SLD
has- reserved to reimburse your service provider for the approved discounts for this
service for this funding year. It is important that you and your service provider
both recognize that the SLD should be inveéiced and the SLD may direct disbursement

of discounts only for eligible, approved services actually rendered.

FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION EXPLANATION: This entry provides an explanation of the
amount in the "Funding Commitment Decision.

ECDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL).
WAVE NUMBER: The wave number assigned to ECDLs issued on this date.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC : Page 4 of § 03/08/2006
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)

EUNDING CQMHI T REPORT
Billed Entity Name: E%gﬁﬂli EgEgCHODL ﬁISTRICT 14

unding !enr 2005

é%Z?GG
gg of Internal Connection

er Nan "V{; S stems, Inc.
?aagn-g§§§§g~ %

) )ﬁi‘ ‘H’ ”
81111ng &ccount Humﬁer 405-932~ 4465
Servic

SBart Date: 0?{01/ 005
iraixngcnare 03430 zoog_ ided in Eund Year 12
L rvice Pro ing Ye
. gzﬁﬂgg for g{igib g Recurring ggh
ze=disc 2gg§ntv§or 1gib e Hon-recurring arges $22 050.00
nt 2 L] Qg@'ﬁ

e i
itment Decisi dﬁ%ﬂ iolati

andin 1:&&“ C18 Qn Sxplanat;an He E?O Was suhmitted £rom an IP address
that was also uggd subm@t a service provider (SP) invoice, xnﬁica ing SP
1nnnl?gngnt in the 470. gplxcnnts cannot abrogate their respons bzlzt{ £er
conducting a fair & open competitive bidding process free from SP involy

Egg% B& 1] 03628}2006

ement..

Funding Request Number: 1302690
Eundlng Status- Not F unded

ategory of Service: Basic Maintenance of Internal Connection
-catzon Number: 475710000

r Name: Novell, Inc,

g E% 1ﬂ§ &olatxo .
ment D e “zgéaa t;oh g submitted from an IP address
also 4'_-to submit rvice provid&r éSPlhznvoice, indicating SP
ﬁen& e 470 applzcants cannot abrogdte their responsibility for
ctxhg a £a1f & open competitive bidding process free from SP involvement.

| am Basas. gy

BCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/UsAC page 5 of 5 - 03/08/2006

AR00016



d3/18/2006 13:51 4953742628 MAUDPUBLICSCHOOLS PAGE B2

Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

. FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION LETTER .
(Funding Year 2005: 07/01/2005 - 06/30/2006)
March 8, 2006
J.E, yOr
MAUD I SCHOOL DISTRICT 117
P.0. Box 130

MAUD, OK 74854~0130

Roe on 1 A léfﬁiﬁum 3665 2 2673072006
eRr -
BTied Entity Musbes. 146580
Billed xni.i.t FCC RN: 001159720
Applicant's Yors Identifiar: Maud-Yi8-471b

'rh,ank ou for your Punding Year 2005 E-xate application and for any assistance you
gd thmghout our rgvicﬁ. Here is the pcglrrent status of the funding request(s)
eatuﬂd in the Funding Commitment Report at the end of ‘this 1et'.t.-r.

- The asount, $40,410.00 is “Denied."”

Please refer to the Funding Comnitment Re rt on the page £nllow this letter for
r-puif:.a funding request decisions and qu.im tions. g

t Reminders and Deadlines immediatel. eced this letter are provided
to uu?t you throughout the application processl.' P . ‘

NEXT STEPS

- work with Iour service provider to determine if you will receive diﬁcalmtcd bills or
ou wil rnquast reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full
- Rw ew techno pllnninq approval requirements
- Review CIPA R renents
= Eile Form 4856
= Invoice the SLD us the Fora 474 (service der) or Form 472 (Billed Entity) -
a3 products and services are being delivere d billed

FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

qu £ollowmq this letter, wa have provided a Funding Coamitment Report for the
..i‘m.-n 47 Lication cited above. The enc:l.ond re :t. includes a 1ist of the Fun
kaquest. N (s) (FRNs) from your application. e SLD ig alsc sending this 1nforur.1c
to your service prov;i.doris) 80 preparations can be nda to begin implementing your E-rat
discount(s) after m our Form 486. Immediately preceding the Commitment
Report, you will £ @ guide that provides a definition for each line of ths Report.

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

1£ you wish to appeal a2 decision in this letter, your appeal must be received by the SLI
or pautnrk 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to meet this
wi mult in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of appeal

1, Include the name, address, telephone nu:ﬁnz-. fax numbey, and (if availahle e-mail
. address for the'person ui'm can nost ily discuss this appeal with us. )

2, State outright that your letter is an appeal. Includt Ilowing to identify thi
1e iterlgndt e dacis{an You are appealing: ' he: £ ' t the
- ant name, -
o lsg;i.mt name and service providqr nall. if different from appellan‘t.p

Box 125~ Correspondence Uait, 80 South Jefierson Rosd, Whippany, New Jecsey, 07981
‘Visit us ogline at: www.sluniversslservice.org

ARO00017



AGE 83
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Applicant nd servi vide
5"%&% Pl :’33:3“ ,,33513 5:2 f.::éf:é Pinding Yodr 2005," AND
The ex;.’gt. text gr the d:ciimm that you ars appeaggnq

. 1
3, Pleale keep kgour letter to the po mt. " . p_paﬁovige documentation to p:ggport zggr appea

LIS B |

2 cgz: t&gion p a copy of your cluding any corres
4. I£ licant lease provide a c £ gpoal to the service
J gile:f:) a °§€ p SI.D?S dt‘cris: og; H Yog S e :-rvica wi exr, please
- a copy Yyour a t(sg affected by the s decigion,

5. FProvide an authorized signature on your ht.t.er of appeal.

To submit your appeal to the SLD by e-mail, use "Suhui stion" feafure on our
web gite Z pgeun,t ernlurv:i.cg.org. 81ick ﬁggnt Q“G 1‘-1, goala from the

ue
'rop:..cs zmry on the lower po ;E:r s cen, na
3 ssion, m 3 t’. will tha rocass. ‘I’he SI’-D will
Pgouatiuny reply to inggn‘i;g i-u eonfim receipt..p

To submit your appeal to the SLD by I:x_, fax your appeal to (973) 599-6542.
To submit your appeal to the SLD on paper, send your appeal to:

I.et,toi om;ﬁu Divﬁ nion

25 - Correspondence
s
ou y’:mgss;gon Road
) wh;ue We encour. to o wi SLD £ vé the optiol
nf i éufq an p‘peag':ly tly ﬂ&l coumth m;at.iomi T goucga Rec): ¥ou don
02-6 on Yaur

refer o CC Doc age of
| _:ggg*%m st b'sgg“a;gd \ mgﬂaﬁss sttt it o &
g it R ggegx,érrrocea :3: igmthe Rgﬁ:nnce %n o; ez% g s mg._
égfgcn 2; ) secre FoNas St.rut. S{‘i, Hasmgton sg GQ' ® e

'NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS zwnmn.xu

:Lienmts recei t of funding tments i t 3 their compli th all
B E and prac%é ke, 13 ent m?n ogo o ng? mc: :ﬁ Ugiversak
g:rgice echan.ts -~ .rcgl:%:m ’I‘. VC “ceiv.sz‘gg smj.r;e tlt'ggg Vlm
Cmﬁmm (i.t.tsg nnd?gr th. ’55 ﬁyacco Bagug%i‘auahtg usmure Shat .fg:’: {'.gﬂ E hag:
X e? to reducc or cancel funding ¢ ;gut issuas' in ;ccnrﬂ.ng:y th

BAY Pur) uae u orcemf,
er mms of recourse colle y d 3 gd- ‘funds g
'“oﬁng'a?" bE Anredied 7 2lrn e affected of funds awad on the

wc egu:.ruents, whether au.t to. aet.ign or i.nnc au, includmg but. t. uniud t.o at.
ce pro
S abilit:
funds collecte: fron ‘contyibuting & bglecum b catiomsrno ies.

iu“ m @iimt or ling::x m’_r':cr‘ ropriat

nd Libraries Division .
HﬁSerui Sexrvice ndninistratw: Company

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC : Page 2 of 5 " 03/0B/2006
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A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

- fund : fros your lication is attached to this
B ropert for each Eor e R T TSt ats T Tons "Por The itess in hat report.
mmgh 471 APPLICATION NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application
by . i
FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER Requ st Number is assigned by the SLD to each

i ed to re to applicants and service
g%gsgdirgft tsgg 33 iind%hﬁual fundit'tg“requast.ﬁ 8t it.t.adpgn a Form 471,

PUNDING STATUS: Each ERN will have one of bhe following definitions:

i "
1. RN t.ha s l‘unded is approveg 3 leveluiﬁtgggﬂgﬁ dg:. the 1wa1

e £
rsmapgragrmh sor the SLD detcrnines during the application reVicw process that
some adjustment is appropriate.

2. that. is "Not Funded” is eone for which no funda warg connittsd. The’

1 mnitment
“32:20 e deﬁgign wiung;e hr.tefl}; “ig:é‘%:s"i% g“g?fth’ wahg"“ }‘g;
es, O aRo unﬂj_n ble
%ﬁﬁ gunﬁh ;gng aSaiumsufficient to fund all raques 5. d

3. that I.l “As Yot Hafundnd" rcﬂe témpo - status that is assigned to
%ﬁ : Ctghlg t'.ha F ar is qmrgggdm“m_

bc s : to
Conn ‘& t a cular discount . , c:
inc].t.ig tgag‘equ‘ntsp:‘rudumt: qla | “%."213 Su.-vy fn érnal
ou might receive a atéter with conmitments . or go%r
sste ara As ewnsfices gﬁs‘:eu ve aﬂgs:agme t.ga‘t :é‘ggmcti

reg rding the ﬂmg.'lng “gsmn on your Interna tions requests.
CLTKGOR! 0{ iERVICE. The type of service ordered f-ron the sexvice providcr-.-, as shown on
‘your Form 471. ' '

Block 5, Item 12 o _
lilgiuﬁ:fvéggv {ggvide r Identification Nusber): A uml%gv:“‘ ‘::v m %-nt ciisn
P AiEr delTosty of Sorvices and to abience for

_ 470 APPLICATI Fore 470 icat:
EORH Z } ION | Pinfu s‘me m*ﬁ 7 lppl cation Number associated with this ERN
gdn:m_ ix t.ive Cong:n BerV. iders see
Universal Sesvu P Eund u“?m pz In tﬁe
BE!WICE PRO?I R NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract between the eligible party and th
service prggida; This will be present only if a contract gumarp:asyprw;dug on

your Form
COUNT ER: The account number ;o i ha tabli
I3 Mooy, JABCR: Toa, 4B, PUIbYT, ShsL YU Safyies Epvifen Mt ettetlished
ma provi on your

_%53?15%3!‘&8? DATE: The Service Start Date for this FRN £rom Block 5, Item 19 of your

3 mmmu DA The Contract Expm ion Date for this ERN £ Block
fonTRact ":iu rrATl . ,This will be present. ‘only if s contract expiration dite
was provided ors your.' lorn

SITE IDENTIFIER: listed in Fora 47 k 5, It . 8 'will be
present only for 7‘"&. spccimg Ly Aam 2. “Mils will b

NUMBER OF S RECURRING SERV PROVIDID FUNDING YEAR: umbae: months
service that s bean nppzw% igx undingﬂyaar. This wil fhbcnptugngfnnly b roz
recurring services.

m&sm-gxgﬁm m&gogognggmw RECURRIHE‘ :Es i:. Elaigibw
of recurring service a ved for the £ ¥

ECDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 3 of 5 0370872006
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ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FOR ELIGIBLE HGR-RICURRING CHARGKS Annual eligible 5
pon-recurring charges approved for the funding year. : %

{Es-nxscmm AMOUNT: Amount in Form 471, Blnck 5, Item 231, as determined through
e application reviasw process.

DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY THE SLD: The discount rate that the SILD has
approved for £ service.

ING COMMITMENT DECISION: This represents the t.otal mount of funding that the SLD
ns reurv to reimburse your s_ervice provider for the ducount.: for i&hix

yice for this funding Vear. It iz important that you ur service prov

recognize thn the SLD should l:a invoiced and the  may direct disbursement

of discotmta only for eligible, approved services actually rendered.

. ING COMMI SION EXP 4 ti £ the
SRS oMt (ECagion LTI, i sctey praviden s Saglapatisd 5

FCDL DATE: The date of this Funding c;mpi_t.ment Decision Letter (ECDL) .
WAVE NUMBER: The wave number assigned to FCDLs issued on this date.

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 4 of & 0370872006
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Billed En:ity Me: H&UD éls’ sczm DISTRICT 117
’ﬂ'ear« 2005

Form 4?1 %gelicatit:g nunbei-‘.ng;szm
o

Cat a!’ Servic Basic: Maintenance of Intnma!. Connection
gu;:g 15453%3&;“:13:3 Number: 548810000
3
Service Provider Naa United Systems, Inc.
Contract Ru.-b-o r: Ha_ S-¥R8~1c
Billing Accoun 5 3 4-2415
Service Start. Dates 07

R e e L e o e i

ua. e~d1lECc0 e Ke

%}_ﬂ Pte-ducotmt Anga Sogor El. ga.bln uon-tecur rgu- 643 800.00
[

%t Per ew-g Dggg,m., 85.56°. “‘?&uﬂg Jistation
that

T‘i Decision mphna ion:: n was su}nut.ted_ from an IP addreéss

8 also used t.o t a service SP invoice, ; tiing SP

volveueu the 4'73 Lppl:i.cmts ‘cannot abrogn ir responsibility for
cting a fair & open competitive bidding process free £ro:| SP involvement.

w!EDL th.e: 036.03/2006

Number:
1310836
3 gtus: Not & 1
Fora 273 st TiEatTon :Itﬂﬁbm 18810650
SPIN: 2430 %%

s-rgﬁ:‘t Provider Name: Novell, Inc.

Nunber: N/a
e é%f:mna Nusbe o ot 0Saas 2416
;Csonttact. irtfw Igi Da !‘ 06{30 2006 ided % 5
: Fl‘." currin ﬁv ed in !;'und:.nq L &
nual 2ra-ducount. Ag?l%&ai le !i:n-vu x%ﬁa?ou,ooo 00

?re-disco&n Amount ;

scount Parcen
M t‘.umm::g Degs gut bg w'im‘.!%ég Jagia mn ubmjtted nﬁf?at. 1P address

that also a sqrv ovider (SP q SP
involvenent :Ln th 470. pons
mduching & fair‘& apen <ol “imiw bigr éeséhfraa grcn s%hﬁ o!vancnt.

Date: 03708
ﬁwg ﬂunb;r. 6 /2006

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 5 of § ' 0370872006
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Keith Fipps, Vice President Msyme Coleman, Pregident. John Davenport, Clerk

Oonna Pekins. Membaer Loon Bailey, Mansbar
= P. 0. Box 370, 10% & Eim
Jeremy Ramsey Paden, OK 7488 Keith Kincade
High School Principal Elem. (405) 9324439 Superintendent &
H.S. (405) 832-4465 Eiementary Principal
FAX (405) 932-4132 |
April 12, 2006
Letter of Appeal
Schools and Libraries Division
Box 125 — Comrespondence Unit
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

RE: Denial of FRNs 1302660, 1302225, 1302241 and 1302253

.Appﬁcara. Paden independent School District 14
BSilled Entity #: 140366

Form 471 Applications #: 472668 snd 472766

FWMM&iM1m1M1m1m

DaarSlfotMadan

The purpose of this leiter is to appeal decisions mmb@wmﬁmmmmw
Form 471 applications. These Funding Requaegymmhmmmmiwmzsamanm

service providers,
mmwhmmmmmWsMmemwmmwwa

mmsmmwwwmmmmmsmmm&mmm
contact on the decision letter. We have contacted Mr. Dotson and been assured that the form 470 was subrmitfed
fromn our school by him from his computer. |.am attaching a letter from Mr. Dotson vetifying this statement.

mzmsmmmwmmmmmmwmmmwmwmmme-
applications could have answered. Since Jon Dotson was that person and was no longer with the Disiric, we:
answered them as best as we could with our knowledgs and sven contocted Mr. Doﬁonmﬁre%ayeduhathebid
us. If our denizis are based on a former empioyee not being available for contact, we believe this is an extremely

unfair position for our District to be put into.

Not receiving this funding assistance, especially for the Priority 1 Services puts our school district at a major
economic disadvantage and will make s less able to service the educational needs of our students.

We are confused as to the cause of these denials and wish to have this decision reviewed and overtumed,
Furthermore, we want 0 know the IP address, date and time that you show our application was submitted from so
that we can perform some confirmation on our side. There is no way that a service provider shouid have been able
to submit our form 470 and in this age of intemet hacking, not to mention errors created by technology, wa want o
understand where this information is coming from,

| will be available for discussion of this matter at any time. Pmmnmma(mspsewsa

L Bl

Keith
Superintendent of Schools

Attachment: Jon Dotson Letter

AR00022
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= MADILL PUBLIC SCHOOLS
601 W. McArthur ' Madill, Oklahoma 73446 | (580) 795-3303
April 12, 2006
To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of my former employer, Paden Public Schools, I am writing this letter to
support their appeal of the denial of funding for E-rate Priority 1 and 2 services. [ want
to.inform your office that I personally, without interference or influence from any panty
submitted the Form 470. No invoice was submitted from any service pmv;der on my
school computer during my tenure as Superintendent. (7/01/02-6/30/05) -

I can assure you that the bidding process was absolutely fair and open and free from any
service provider involvement. If you would like to speak to me concerning this subject,
please contact me at (580) 795-3303.

Sincerely,

- S

Jon W. Dotson
Assistant Superintendent
Madill School

AR00023
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JE. “Woody”Pwor ¢ Superintendent

CoPy

May 4, 2006

Letter of Appeal

Schools and Libraries Divigion
Box 125-Correspondence Unit
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

RE: Denial of FRNs 1310797 and 1310836
Applicant: MAUD INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 117
Billed Entity #: 140360

Form 471 Applicatlon #: 475214

Funding Requests #: 1310797.and 1310836

Dear Sir or Madam:

The purpose of this letter is to nppeai decisions by the SLD to deny funding for the above referenced FRNs and
Form 471 applications. These Funding Requests pertain to Priority 2 Services from multiple service prowders

The reason given for the denial is: “The 470 was submitted from an IP address that was also uséd to submit a.
service provider (SP) involce, indicating SP involvement in the 470, Applicants cannot abrogate their
responsibility for conducting a fair & open competitive bidding process free from SP invelvement,”

We do riot understand the basis for this denial. Our Form 470. Apphcstmn for all E-rate years has been submitted
from the same computer location, by the same person, Judy ‘McGee, in-our District Administration office. We have
never submitted. nor do we know what would be myolved in submitting a service provider invoice. Our
competitive bidding process has always been conducted in a fair and open manner by providing information to all
vendors who requested it and fairly considering all proposals submitted.

We request that this denial be overturned so that we can receive the funding that we desperately need 6 support our
technology.

Yoti can contact me at {405) 374-2416.

Sincerely

S penntendem of choo!s

P.O. Box 130 ¢ Maud, OK 74854 » Tele (405) 374-2416 # Fax (405) 374-2628

AR00024
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“U.S. Postal Servicem -
CERTKFIFD MAL RECEIPT

(Dom estic Mail {}nfy, No rnsurunca Coverage valda}

etter of Appeal
ﬁlbmrterﬂi pistom -

pErtoRe TRt Lt B |

200S 0390 0ROL 3077 _z.f_-nu_n-

PS Faon 2800, Ju

L] PMmu;nusndadmmmem
80 that we ¢an return the card 1o you.

_/. s :
;ég?ol_m

- Attech this card to the back maliplece,
woﬂmtomtlapmpenng.m

1. Article ™ ﬁhmmmmwn T Yos, -
Lattet' a Appeal el '\3 ’b
Schoals &nd Libraries Division ‘\‘{W

Box I25-Correspondence Unit
80 _Sogth Jefferson Road ;

Whippany, NJ 07981 3. SBervicoType. ‘
3 Crtiflod Mal [ Exprass Mal

Dl negistersd IR Rotur Rovsipt for
DinsimsMal 000 ——

4 Restrcted Delfvery? (Bxtra Foe) o Yo
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s A

g,

USAC ™
Schoois and Libraries Division

Universal Service Adrinistrative Company

Date: September 18, 2006

Keith Kincade

Paden Public Schools

(405) 932-5053

Application Number(s) 472668: 472766

Response Due Date: October 3, 2006

I am curently in the process of reviewing your appeal of your Funding Year 2005 Funding
Commitment Decision Letter. To complete our review, I need some additional information. The

information needed to complete the review is listed below.

On your Form 471 Numbers 472668 and 472766, you indicated that Form 470 Number
475710000534753 is the establishing Form 470 for the service(s) requested in FRN(S) 1302225,
1302241, 1302253 and 1302660.

Form 470 Number 475710000534753 was submitted online. The Internet Protocol (IP) address from
which it was submitted is the same as the address from which the service provider United Systems,
Inc. SPIN 143004698 submitted their Service Provider Invoice(s) (Forms 474).

As stated on the Form 470, service provider involvement with preparation or certification of & Form
470 can taint the competitive bidding process and result in the denial of funding requests.

This service provider is cited on 471 Number 472766 FRN 1302660 for Basic Maintenance.

AR00026



A9718/ 2068 1389 4R59325853 PACE 93

Please fax or email the requested informstion to my atteation. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Qpigtc our review. Failure to de so may mult ina reduetwn or dcnial of funding. lf you need
additionzi time to prepare your response, please let me know 28 s00n as possibie.

Should you wish to cancel your Form 471 apphcanon(s}, or any of your individual funding requests,
please clearly indicate in your response that it is your intention to cancel an application or funding
request(s). Include in any cancellation request the Form 471 application numben(s) and/or funding
request number(s), and the complete name, title and signature of the authorized individual.

Thank you for youir cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program.

Sincerely,

Pamels Tyler

Associate Manager
Program Compliance Unit
Phone: 973-581-5148

Fax: 973-&994525
e-mail: ptyler{@sl.universalse

AR00027
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OCT-10-2086 B1:24F FROM:MAUD SCHOOLS 485-374-2416 TO: 914855232188 F.

USAC

Vlnversal Sorve e Acdmmairative Cnaysany Schools. and lerarles Division

October 9, 2006

J. E. Pryor

Maud Independent School District 117
(405) 374-2416 _

Application Number: 475214

Response Due Date: Monday, October 23, 2006

The Program Compliance team is in the process of reviewing your Funding Year 2005 appeal. ‘To
complete our review, we need some additional information. The information needed to complete the
review is listed below.

The Request

On your Form 471 Number 475214, you indicated that Form 470# 548810000532934 is the
establishing Form 470 for the services requested in FRNs 1310797 and 1310836.

Form 470# 548810000532934 was submitted online. The Interriet Protocol (IP) address from which it
was submitted is the same as the address from which. the service provider, United Systems, SPIN
143004698, submitted their Service Provider [nvoice(s) (Forms. 474).

As stated on the Form 470, service provider involvement with preparation or certification of 4 Form
470 can taint the competitive bidding process and result in the denial of funding requests.

This service provider is cited on FRN 1310797 for Basic Maintenance of Internal Connections.
As such, please respond to the following questions:

1, Please provide the name and title and employer of the individual who filled out and submifted
Form 470# 548810000532934. Please also provide that individual's contact information.

2. Please provide the specific location from which Form 470# 548810000532934 was ﬁied apd
submitted.

3. If a Service Provider employee assisted in the filing out and/or submitting Form 470#%
548810000532934, please provide the name and title of the Service Provider’s employee and
describe the assistance. Please also provide that individual’s contact information.

4. Please explain the reason for the IP address match. You may: wish to work with your Internet
Service Provider to help provide the explanation. Please provide documentation in support of

your TCS}.}O!ISG.

Please fax-or email thc requested information to my attention. 1f you have any questions, please feel
“free to contact me.

AR00028
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1t is important that we receive all of the information requested within 15 calendar days so we can
compiete our review. Failure to do so may result in a reduction or denial of funding. If you need
additional time to prepare your response, please let me know as soon as possible.

Should you wish to cancel your Form 471 application(s), or any of your individual funding requests,
please clearly indicate in your response that it is your intention to cancel -an application or funding
request(s). Include in any cancellation request the Form 471 application number(s) and/or funding
request number(s), and the complete name, title and signature of the authorized individual.

Thank you for your cooperation and continued support of the Universal Service Program.

Kippy Piedici

Program Compliance

Schools and Libraries Division
Phone: 973-581-5174

FAX; 973-599-6528
email address kpiedi l.universalservice.org
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ieith Fipps, Vice President »
P Prsking, § : Mayme Coleman, President mwm

Paden Public Schools

P. 0. Box 370, 10™ & Eim

Jeremy Ramse_y ) Paden, OK 7488 Kefth Kincade
High Schaot Principal Elem. {405) 932-4499 Superintendent &
H.S. (405) 9324465 Elementary Principal

FAX {405) 9324132

Response to Letter Dated Sept. 18, 2006
Ms. Tyler,

This letter is being sent by fax and Registered mail in response to the letter | received
on Sept. 18, 2006.

items 1-4 Responses

PAGE B2

R

1. Attached is the information that you requested ahout the person who filed out the

form 471. Also attached is a writlen statement by the former Supt Jon Dotson
stating that the form was filled out in his office withaut interference or influence
from any senice provider.

2. -in checking with One-net our inter-net provider. Paden Public Schools and
Universal Systems both use One-Net as an inter-net provider. in Mr. Dotson’s

fetter he states that no invoices were provided from his compuiar in his office. In

personal conversations with Mr. Dotson he stated to me that the form 471 was
filled on the compuler in his office. Mr. Dm&anlmastmml'm
him at his word.

3. To my knowledge and in conversations with Mr. Dotson, NO service provider
employee assisted Mr. mnﬁwuthm&mm
A47571000D534753.

4 mummmmmmm‘bw-mmmmm
provider, Pﬁmﬁﬁcmmﬁuﬁsﬂmmmﬂnim

They had no explanation and | don't eithes. They are the experis. All lcandois

trust the parties that | have talked to and they assure me that the process was
faw and without imerference. :

Lzl

D. Keith Kincade, Supt.

G250
=

ARO00030



88/25/2006 11:66 4859325853
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Madill (451002) (580) 7953303 Joa Dotson  K-12
FAX: (580) 795-3210 -
601 West McArihnr Strect, Madill 73446-2846

Board President: Tony Hawkins, Rura! Rowte I, Box 260, Madill 73446

Dir. Transportation/Maintenance  (580) 795-3303 Raymond Cole
(105) Blementary Schoof [NC]  (580) 795-3680 James W.Shipp K-S
Asdistant Elemeptary Principal (380) 795-3680 Katherine Gibson
Principal, Early Childhood Cenker (580) 795-6934. Lynda McDaniel _
(505) Middle School [NC] (580) 7195-1373 Steve Wilbum: 58
Assistant Principal (580) 795-73713 Cindy Dodds :
(705) High School INC] (580) 795-3339. Monte Womack. 912
Asgistant Principal (580) 795-3339 Bink StafTord

PAGE 86
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Donna Parkins, Member teon Bailey. Membar

Paden Public Schools

P. 0. Box 370, 10” & Eim

Jeremy Ramsay Paden, OK 7486 Keith Kincade
High School Principal Elem. (405) 932-4499 3 i &
H.S. (405) 932-4465 Elementary Principal
FAX (405) 932-4132 '
9-25-2006
DearUSAC,

I am a New Superintendent at a small school in centrai Oklahoma. This past year |
have spent a large portion of my time attending everything that | could to learm about
your process that provides discounts to schools. It seems to me that Paden Public a.\&d
Schools is being “Picked on™ by your agency because of our relationship with Uaiversal
mmamm mmmmw:mmmm

_ sl Systems has been the only provider 1o “bid” for the

advertised for. We are smafl, yat&eyhavepmvidedourschoof

mmwmmm
We only want to provide the best for our students. We try to do evwhfns' by the book

and to stay : rules and laws. However in the past 12 months our form 470 has
been denied 21 this years has been reviewed. | just would Bke t0 know what it takes to
work within your rules with I may be wrong in feeting ke t do but

mmmmmmw:wm fweaagetﬁngme run - around by
being transferred from one person’s desk 1o another.

| realize we all have a job to do but we are honest and would ke to continue to provide
the best education that we can for our students.. I that means putiing up with your
agencies bureatcratic runaround so be it
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Keith Kincade

Paden Public Schools
P.O. Box 370

10th- & Elm

Paden, OK 74860

Billed Batity Number: 140366
Form 471 Application Number: 472668
Form 486 Application Number:

"
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J.E. “Woody” Pryor * Superintendent

Ki_ppy'Piedici October 17, 2006
School and Libraries Division :

1 am responding to your inquiry received October 9, 2006 concerning our appeal of

Form 471 application #475214.

1. Please provide the name and title and employer of the individual who filled out
and submitted Form 470# 548810000532934.
Judy McGee, my secretary, filled ont the Form 470 from the information I
provided her. Her office is next to mine in the board of educatlon office building
and her contact information is 405-374-2416. .

2. The specific location from which Form 470# 548310600532934 was filed and
submitted.
The Form 470 # 548810000532934 was submitted from Judy McGee’s ‘computer’
which is loeated directly behind her desk in her office in the board of education
office at 306 West Main, Maud, OK 74854,

3. IfaScrvice Provider employee assisted in the filing out-and/or submitting Form
470 #548810000532934, please provide the name and title of the Service
Provider’s employee.

There was no assistance from the Service Providers. The Farm 470 was
processed and submitted by my secretary Judy McGee per .my,insmmoas;

4. Please explain the reason for the IP address match. o
Attached are 2 documents pertinent to question number 4. This correspondence
took place when we were previously questioned on May 31, 2006 in regard to the
TP address match. One document is a letter to'me from Alvin Myers of Unites
Systems when I asked him how this was possible. The other document is 3 ¢-
mail excerpts between Mr. Myers and Dolores Kibbler of USAC Compliance,
Bill Johnson, director of One Net Operations and Ms, Kibbler, and Bill Johnson
and Mr. Myers. Hopefully, these documents will provide: the documentation
needed to help close this matter.

Sincerely

Z‘

P.0. Box 130 ¢ Maud, OK 74854 ¢ o Tele (405) 374-2416 * Fax (405) 374~2628

AR00034



Mr. Pryor,

Over the last year, there have been several accusations towards United bystems, Inc. and
our customers by USAC regarding IP addresses used to submit Form 470 applications.
‘The accusation indicates that an IP address used to submit a Form 470 by an applicant
matches the IP address that United Systems, Inc. used to submit an invoice. This would
imply that United Systems, Inc. filed the Form 470 for an applicant and therefore tainted
the competitive bid process.. '

Since we knew the Schools filed their Form 470s. which made this accusation physically -

impossible, we searched for possible legmmate causes of this condition. United Systems,
Inc. uses OneNet as our Internet Service Provider (ISP) and OneNet services many of our
customers, including Maud Public Schools. As with most ISPs, OneNet has standard
ranges of public IP addresses for their customers.  This could create similarities between
our IP address and our customer’s IP address. We surmised that instead of an exact
match of [P address, maybe the SLD was seeing a near match of IP address and flagging
that condition. ;

In any event, we approached our ISP with this question. We also invited the USAC
compliance ilivestig'aters' to talk with our ISP..

Below are e-mail excerpts from those efforts. In essence, the mpmntatlve from the ISp
(Bill Johnson) is saying it is possible for the IP addresses from two or more of their-
customers to be similar, but not exact. In addltzonal phone conversatlens,, Bill Johnson
(OneNet) said he felt that it would be. Jmpossnb!e to track the originating IP addresses in
the manner that the SLD was attempting with 100% accuracy because of cachmgf and -
acceleration devices in place throughout the internet.

I hope this-information will assist you in answering your inquiry. I would invite you to
contact OneNet to get your own explananon if youdesire.. I would also suggest having
the person who is managing this inquiry to contact OneNet via Bill Johnsen or JoAnn
Braniff.

Please let us know of any other way we can help,

Alvin Myers
United Systems, Inc.
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E-mail from Alvin Myers (United Systems) to Dolores Kibbler (USAC Compliance)
Ms. Kibbler,

1 appreciate you and Mr. Mendiola taking extraordinary steps to deal
with our situation in a more expedient manner. In follow-up to the
question on-IP addresses posed during the conference call, I am
providing contact information for OneNet below.

I believe the person you will want to talk-to at OneNet is Bill Johnson,
Director of Network Opetations. His contact information is: Cell phonc
(405)919-1718 .
E-mail: biohnson@onenet.net

If Bill is not the person to give you the information you need, he can
get you connected to the correct person within OneNet. | have tried to
contact Bill to give him a heads-up, but he was busy ‘Thave sent him
an e-mail, but you might need to ¢xplain the situation to him.

If for some reason the information OneNet: pmwdyes does not address your
concerns, please let me know.

If possible; could you send us the IP address(es) in questlon 50 We can
do some research on our end as well?

We look forward to hearing back from you.

E-mail from Bill Johnson (OneNet) to Dolores Kibbler (USAC Complihnw)ﬂ_

OneNet provides Internet services for several hundred schoolsin
Oklahoma. Each is assigned some number of IP addresses, most begin with
164.58 xxx.xx% or 156.110.xxx.x%% however, no two schools can be
assigned the same IP address.

Whatever your question is about IP addresses at OneNet customer

locations, [ am confident we can answer it quicidy Please contact mie at
the address below, or JoAnn Braniff at _'l:uamff @onenet.net 40:)-225 9444,

E-mail from Bill Johnson (OneNet) to Al’sr'ih Myie‘i%? (-United-“syhtbms) ;

I just spoke with Deloris. She is clear now that two Onemet customers weuEd have dffferent
' utor ystem is indicating the same 1P is. besng

indicated when different IPs were expected. 1 assured
(within our ranges), that OneNet could quickly identlfy “where" that IP is assigned.

She seem grateful for that information and seemed to have no further questions.

r;'that if she would tell us any IP address

AR00036



12/711/2888 11:060 4859325853 PAGE @4

_ UsA

Administrator’s Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2005-2006

Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Librmas Dms;on

November 15, 2006

Keith Kincade

Paden Public Schools
P.O. Box 370

10th & Elm

Paden, OK 74860

Re: Applicant Name: PADEN INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 14
Billed Entity Number: 140366
Form 471 Application Number: 472668
Funding Request Number(s): 1302225, 1302241, 1302253
Your Correspondence Dated: April 12, 2006

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraties
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its
Soa? decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2005 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

Punding Request Number(s): 1302225, 1302241, 1302253
Decision on Appeal: ‘Denied
Explanation:

+ Upon review of the appeal letter, the relevant facts and documentation, it was
determined that the establishing Form 470 Number 475710000534753 for these
requests was submitted from an IP Address that United Systems, Inc, used to
submit a sexvice provider invoice to USAC, United Systems, Inc. was selected as
a vendor on your District’s Form 471 Number 472766 FRNs 1302660 and
1302690. The establishing 470 for both FRNs awarded to United Systems, Inc. is
also Form 470 Number 475710000534753, In accordance with the rules of the
Support Mechanism, this is considered to be a conflict of interest and is in
violation of the competitive bidding guidelines. On appeal, you were requested to
provide documentation including an explanation for the IP address match. On
September 25, 2006, you responded that Paden Public Schools, Universal

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey (7981
Visit us online at: www.stuniversatservice.org
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Systems and One-Net, the Internet Service Provider, had no explanation for the IP
address match.

As is noted on the USAC website, applicants may not delegate the competitive
¢valuation role to anyone associated with a service provider. A "Fair"

Nt competition means that "all bidders are treated the same, and that no bidder has
advance knowledge of the information contained in the RFP." Applicants and
services providers should not have a relationship prior to competitive bidding
"that would unfairly influence the outcome of a competition or would furnish the
service provider with “inside” information or allow them to unfairly compete in
any way." A service provider, who will participate in the competitive process as a
bidder, cannot complete the Form 470. The above findings indicate that the
vendor was improperly involved in the competitive bidding process, which is a
violation of the rules of this Support Mechanism. You have failed to provide
evidence on appeal that USAC erred in its original decision. Consequently, your
appeal is denied.

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions 10 either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied in
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
‘Your appeal must be received or postma:itcd within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure”

ol posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing

options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during thc appeal
progess.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 ~ Comespondsnce Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road; Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online ar: www.sl.univarsaiservice,ong
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1. E. Pryor

Maud Independent School District 117
P. O. Box 130

Maud, OK 74834

Billed Entity Number: 140360
Form 471 Application Number: 475214
Form 486 Application Number:

AR00039
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OPUS 62

UsA

Administrator’s Decision on Appeal -~ Funding Year 2005-2006

‘3

Universal Service Administrative Cmnpany
Schools & Libraries Division

November 15, 2006

J. E. Pryor

Maud Independent School District 117
P. 0. Box 130

Maud, OK 74854

Re: Applicant Name: MAUD INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT 117
Billed Entity Number: 140360
Form 471 Application Numiber: 475214
Funding Request Number(s): 1310797, 1310836
" Your Correspondence Dated: May 04, 2006

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools. &nd Libraries
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has madeits
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2005 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. 'This letter explains the
basis of USAC's decision, The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note: that you will
receive a separate letter for each application.

‘unding Request N : 1310797
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

» The Form 470 was submitted from an IP address that was also used to submit a.
Service Provider (SP) invoice, indicating SP involvement in the Form 470. On
October 9, 2006, the applicant was asked to provide details for the submission of.
the establishing Form 470 Number 548810000532934 for FRN 1310797, On
QOctober 17, 2006, the applicant provided the name and location of the person
‘subgnitting the referenced Form 470 and indicated that there was no Service
Provider involvement in the filing or submission of that form. Howeyer, the
applicant failed to provide an explanation for the IP addtess match between the
referenced Form 470 and Service Provider Invoices submitted by United Systems
(SPIN 143004698). Appl;cants cannot abrogate their responsibility for conducting
4 fair and open competitive bidding process free from SP mvolvement. Therefore,
the appeal for FRN 1310797 is denied. :

Box 125 - Cormrespondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road Whippany. New Jersey 0798[
Visit us online al: www.sluniversalservice.org
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Funding Reguest Number(s): 1310836
Decision on Appeal: Canceled
Explanation:

s The funding request cited above was canceled at your request during review of
the appeal.

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied in
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may filé an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be teceived or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th Sweet SW, Washington, DC 20554, Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure”
posted in the Reference Arca of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau, We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support, panence and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box' !25 Correspondence: Unir, B0 South Jefferson. Roﬁd Whippaay. New Iersey 07981
Visitus onling at: www.slunivérsalsenice.org:
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DECLARATION OF UNITED SYSTEMS, INC.

1. My name is Alvin Myers. I am the President and COO, of United Systems, Inc.
My office address is 4335 N. Classen, Oklahoma City, OK 73118. I submit this
declaration in support of the Consolidated Request for Review, dated January 16, 2007
{“Request for Review”).

2. All of the facts set forth in the Request for Review in the section titled “Statement
of Facts” including the information pertaining to the competitive bidding process
undertaken by United Systems, Inc. under the E-rate Program, are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge.

3. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on the / gd‘day of January, 2007.

Iy
J

Alvin Myers



